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ABSTRACT

ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIORS AND ITS RELATIONSHIP
WITH MAJOR ATTITUDINAL FACTORS: A COMPARATIVE STUDY
BETWEEN TWO POLICE REGIONS OF TURKISH NATIONAL POLICE

By Orhan Bez, Ph. D.

A Dissertation Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for
the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy at Virginia Commonwealth University.

Virginia Commonwealth University, 2010

Major Director: Susan T. Gooden, Professor
L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs

The purpose of this study is to determine whether major attitudinal
factors are among the predictors of Organizational Citizenship Behavior
(OCB) in the Turkish National Police Organization (TNP). It investigates
the influences of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
organizational justice on OCB between two police regions (Region I and
Region II) of the TNP.
The results indicate that job satisfaction has a direct positive
influence on employees’ OCB perception. Affective commitment is also
positively related to OCB perception of TNP members. Only partial
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support was obtained for the relationship between normative and
continuance commitments and OCB perceptions. Among organizational
justice dimensions, distributive justice plays an important role in
predicting TNP employees' OCB perception. The relationship between
procedural justice and OCB was partially supported. However,
interactional justice did not show any association with OCB.
These findings indicate that major attitudinal factors are important
predictors of OCB in the TNP. It provides guidelines to help TNP managers
better understand how to use major attitudinal factors to improve OCB
perceptions’ of their members. Some public policy implications should be
establishment of OCB-Oriented Policing Unit within the existing
organizational structure of the TNP and providing an innovative policy
platform that can foster cooperation, coordination, and consultation
between TNP and other private and public organizations.

CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION

As one of the most influential organizations representing social
order, law enforcement agencies have paid particular attention to the
ways that policing performance can be enhanced. Regardless of
department and rank, the field requires dedicated officers who can cope
with high pressured working surroundings, long hours and sometimes
difficult or dangerous assignments that require quick thinking and
making the right decisions. Although inevitable considering the nature of
policing, only by exerting discretionary effort can an officer cope with
these situations and contribute to the agency’s well-being.
The broad range of duties and services provided by police
organizations plays a crucial role in society’s overall safety. Police
organizations must include a proper employee management system
through which the motives behind employee behaviors can be analyzed
and understood in a practical manner. An important question is whether
the average police service distribution and effectiveness level are
sufficient enough to produce adequate public satisfaction.
Police officers comprise an important segment of law enforcement;
however, as opposed to employing “robots” to complete ordinary tasks,
today’s modern police organizations require more responsible officers
who show a willingness to take more initiative rather than remaining
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within the traditional stereotypical contract task framework. According to
Henderson (1989), modern day employees must become more knowledgedirected rather than relying on physical strength framed by a restrictive
motion and time- directed working environment. These modern
employees need to adopt an intellectual and rational way of thinking
while solving problems and making decisions. Parallel to Henderson’s
(1989) modern employee perception, police organizations should not only
continue to provide average service distribution but also search for ways
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of those services by taking
their members’ voluntary and discretionary efforts for granted. They
should create a climate that is conducive to increasing employee morale
by providing an opportunity for initiative, enthusiasm and judgment.
One must be aware that concentrating solely on the improvement
of internal behavioral role patterns is less likely to enhance efficiency and
effectiveness of police services. To enhance organizational effectiveness
and sustainability, extra-role behaviors that require voluntary employee
dedication appear to be the most evident alternative (Smith et al., 1983;
Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1994; Le Pine et al., 2002; and King et al., 2005).
By carrying out in-role behaviors, a police organization may raise its
performance level, yet, regardless of one’s cultural background, if quality
performance lacks essential employee support, high public satisfaction
may not be maintained. Unless members of the police organization have
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a positive sense of extra-role behaviors, their performance level may
remain only average while the goal of any important public organization
should be to strive for excellence, not merely to remain satisfied as an
average performer.
Problem Statement
When comparing behavioral studies in the Turkish National Police
(TNP) to Western police organizations, TNP’s failure to direct closer
attention in examining and improving its members’ behavioral capacity
can be observed. Additionally, this inadequacy is far more significant
when considering the lack of research related to extra-role behaviors
among TNP members. In recent years, there has been an escalating
concern pertaining to the evaluation of attitudinal patterns that are
regarded as one of the most obvious determinants of efficiency and
effectiveness of TNP services. In particular, because of Turkey’s
increasing effort to make progress in becoming a member of the
European Union, the concept of OCB has gained more momentum in
producing effective and efficient public safety services consistent with the
Union’s criteria.
Synchronizing TNP’s personnel management practices requires a
sense of positively assessing an officer’s committed efforts. However, this
approval should not consist of simply satisfaction but rather it should be
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translated into an organizational culture that promotes employee loyalty.
In other words, unless police officers provide their optimum contribution
to the efficiency and effectiveness of the overall organization, they cannot
accomplish their full potential since they lack satisfaction, commitment
and justice in performing their duties. Certainly, this is a concern if
officers fail to identify their own values with those of the TNP, put forth
less effort in their work and view policing as simply a way to make a
living.
Managing TNP members requires extraordinary qualifications in
understanding the social and individual aspects of human behavior. For
example, the real issue does not lie in work-related concerns experienced
among members of the TNP, but rather whether their full potential is
recognized by managers. If managers can properly identify motivators
that trigger genuine competency, they can then, perhaps, minimize the
weaknesses and maximize the strengths that will promote officers
displaying extra-role behaviors.
Definition of Terms
Organizational Citizenship Behavior
Organ (1988), known as the inventor of the term, defined OCB as a
discretionary behavior that aims to enhance the organization’s goals by
involving employees in voluntary actions based on their personnel choice
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rather than mandatory job requirements and contract obligations.
Voluntary activities consist of positive and constructive social behavior
including a willingness to complete a task without considering time or
personnel inconvenience or helping other colleagues without
expectations of future benefits.
Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction refers to instilling positive and pleasing
psychological conditions that are encouraged by performance appraisal
and constructive experiences (Locke, 1976; Mowday, Steers, & Porter,
1979) and are important for the overall efficiency and effectiveness of
organizational performance. Job satisfaction is regarded as one of the
most influential resources to validate and refine organizational actions as
well as provide feedback to enhance an employee’s future performance.
Organizational Commitment
Organizational commitment can be defined as the degree of an
employee’s emotional state of attachment and distribution to the
organization’s goals and values through active involvement. According to
Meyer and Allen (1987), there are three basic dimensions that construct
the concept. Continuance commitment includes the extent of financial
incentives available to individuals, for example, money, positive working
conditions and promotions. Normative commitment consists of the extent
to which workers gain psychological rewards that come from socialization

6

experiences in the organization. Finally, affective commitment indicates
the emotional state of employees that encourages them to become
involved in positive activities that serve to enhance organizational values
and goals.
Organizational Justice
Greenberg (1990) defined organizational justice as the extent of
fairness and the level of employees’ sense of equality while carrying out
their duties. Consistent with Adam’s (1965) equity theory principles,
Skarlicki and Folger (1997) identified the term by dividing justice into
three basic types: distributive, procedural and interactive.
While distributive justice refers to an employee’s sense of fairness
in obtaining organizational benefits, Greenberg and Baron (2003) defined
procedural justice as an employee’s perception of fairness relevant to
prescribed policies and regulations that are used to determine allocation
of organizational resources. Finally, interactive justice examines the
procedural approach of managers’ reactions and actions toward
employees and the employees’ perceptions of equality regarding the
interpersonal treatment received from others (Greenberg & Baron, 2003).
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A Brief Review of the Turkish National Police (TNP)
Origin and Brief History
The root of the Turkish Police Organization goes back to the
eighteenth century. During the time of the Ottoman Empire, police
services were performed by small military-based organizations such as
Janissaries (new soldiers), kollukcular (patrolmen), yasakcilar
(prohibitors), and bekciler (night-watchmen) (Sever, 2005). Parallel to the
evolving needs of Turkish society, the first modern and nationwide police
force that is responsible for general public order and security was
introduced on 10 April 1845 in Istanbul.
The name of the organization was changed to “Directorate General
of Turkish National Police” in 1909. Following the transfer of its center
from Istanbul to Ankara, the duties, responsibilities, powers and
personnel affairs of the Turkish police were redefined by the Ministry of
Interior in 1913 (Sahin, 2004). In the following years, additional
modifications were made in TNP’s organizational structure to increase
the quality and quantity of services.
With approximately 190,000 personnel, today’s modern TNP
functions within the urban areas (municipal boundaries of cities and
towns) under the authority of the Ministry of Interior. It has
responsibilities of an ordinary law enforcement organization such as
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maintaining public order and ensuring the preservation of life and
property.
Organizational Structure
In Turkey, the Ministry of Internal Affairs is the main responsible
body for policing, and it carries out policing functions through the
General Directorate of Security (Turkish National Police), the General
Command of Gendarmerie (Gendarmerie), and Coast Guards. Whereas
TNP is responsible for providing policing in the urban areas, General
Command of Gendarmerie delivers its services in the rural areas. The
third organization, the Coast Guard Command, is responsible for the
coasts and functions in the coastal areas of Turkey. In considering the
general population distribution of Turkey, it can be concluded that TNP
is serving two thirds of Turkish citizens by meeting their security needs
(Department of Personnel−TNP, 2007).
Figure 1
Structural chart for Security Organization in Turkey

Ministry of
Internal Affairs

TNP
Turkish
National Police

GENDARMERIE
General
Command of
Gendarmerie

COAST
GUARDS
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With its highly centralized structure, the Turkish National Police is
composed of central and local organizations. At the top of the structure,
there is the General Directorate of Security which is located in the capital
and serves as the only national headquarters for all provincial security
departments within two territorial police regions. The head of the General
Directorate of Security is appointed by and accountable to the Minister of
Interior (Department of Personnel−TNP, 2007).
Turkey is divided into provinces, districts, and sub-regions. Local
police organizations’ service structure is organized according to this
classification. TNP includes eighty-one (81) Provincial Security
Departments that function under the control of the General Directorate
of Security. Each province’s police forces are headed by the First Class
Chief Superintendent. Local police organizations include subdivisions in
districts and small towns. At the bottom of the structure, there are local
police stations in the districts that depend on the Police Directorate in
their province (Ekici & Pekgozlu, 2006; & Department of Personnel−TNP,
2007).
Organizational Functions
The functions of the TNP can be classified in three main categories,
namely administrative, judicial, and political functions. The
administrative police functions primarily focus on crime prevention,
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social order maintenance, and preservation of public life and property.
The judicial police functions require a close cooperation with the courts
and other judicial institutions. TNP performs its judicial services and
investigations according to criminal procedure law. Finally, with respect
to political tasks, the TNP is regarded as one of the most influential
public organizations in protection and preservation of state integrity and
constitutional order (Sever, 2005; & Department of Personnel−TNP,
2007).
Personnel Resources and Management
The personnel profile of the TNP is composed of police officers and
police managers (in different ranks) who have compulsory service period
in both police regions of Turkey. In the TNP, the need for human
resources is derived from two basic resources, namely the Police
Academy, and Traditional Police Schools. The National Police Academy
requires four (4) years of theoretical and practical education. It is the
main resource for the managerial (ranked) level personnel, and composed
of the Faculty of Security Sciences and the Institute of Security Sciences.
Twenty-six (26) Traditional Police Schools are affiliated with the
Academy, and include two (2) years the theoretical and practical
education for high school graduates who want to join the TNP workforce
(Department of Personnel−TNP, 2007).
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All personnel issues such as deployment, appointment,
recruitment, promotion, and retirement are performed by the
Department of Personnel of the TNP (Department of Personnel−TNP,
2007). There is a strict vertical hierarchical bureaucracy in the TNP that
depends on the personnel rank. These ranks range from “constable” up
to the “first level chief superintendent”, and provide a strong chain of
command. Rules, procedures, and discipline are strictly enforced
through this command chain.
In the TNP, there is mandatory staff rotation, and all members are
forced to serve according to predefined rules and regulations. Service
periods vary between regions. In Region I, the minimum mandatory
rotation period is 6 years and ranges up to 10 years. Due to poor security
and socio-economic conditions, the mandatory service period of the
Region II is shorter than Region I. It varies from 2 years to 4 years (The
list for mandatory service period for police regions of Turkey is attached
in Appendix 2).
There are some important reasons for implementing mandatory
rotation systems such as providing cross training, increasing the overall
quality of police services and ensuring TNP employees’ satisfaction level.
Moreover, a mandatory staff rotation system ensures equality and
fairness among the TNP members since it requires the involvement of the
entire workforce without taking managerial discretion into account.
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Cultural Characteristics of the TNP and OCB
Mole (1995) argues that culture is a combination of various
influences that encourage individuals to do things in a certain manner.
Hofstede (1984) highlights the cultural difference concept, and defines
culture as dissimilarities in collective values of society. He also claims
that cultural difference puts huge influences on individual’s attitudinal
tendency. By sharing the same idea, Farh et al. (1997) argue that
individuals from different cultures might demonstrate different
attitudinal patterns.
To examine cultural context in the TNP, this research utilizes
Hofstede’s (2001) four-dimensional cultural framework, namely powerdistance, uncertainty-avoidance, masculinity-femininity, and
individualism-collectivism. An understanding of the cultural
characteristics of the TNP is crucial because of these characteristics’
potential to influence the implementation of OCB improvement policies
that require highly dissatisfied and committed employees.
Parallel to findings of Hofstede (2001) and Aydın & McIsaac (2004)
on Turkish cultural characteristics, with its highly bureaucratic and
hierarchical structure that resembles a pyramid-like shape, TNP shows a
large power distance and strong uncertainty avoidance. As for
management style, a strict power-oriented and authoritarian style is
observed among TNP managers. Because of the existence of clear and
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understandable rules and instructions, uncertainties are avoidable by
TNP members. When compared with the masculine values, a dominance
of feminine values such as softness and emotionality is observed in the
TNP. Finally, a priority is given to the collective needs of colleagues and
the organization rather than individualistic needs. Personnel needs are
given secondary importance. Among the four dimensions of Hofstede
(2001), high power distance, collectivism, and femininity may be helpful
to explain OCB perception of employees in the TNP.
High Power Distance and OCB
In terms of high power distance, since there is a hierarchical
structure that seriously considers employees’ rank, status, authority,
and prestige, it is very difficult for TNP managers to create and keep
organizational justice among its workforce. For example, in the allocation
of performance appraisal, employees’ personnel rank and status is taken
into account in a high power distance environment. When considering
positive influences of distributive justice on OCB, the hierarchy-based
system’s negative influences in a high power distance environment can
easily be observed through the organization.
Femininity and OCB
The second dimension that has the potential to influence OCB is
femininity. In masculine culture, there is a distinctive line which
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separates male and female roles by defining males as material
achievement-oriented, dynamic, and fearless. Competition and challenge
among colleagues are other important characteristics of masculine
culture. On the other hand, feminine culture adopts a relatively slack
distinction between gender roles, and prefers paying more attention to
the open-mindedness, humanitarian behaviors, and overall quality of
work life (Hofstede, 2001).
Because if provides and improves positive feelings toward the
organization, femininity values such as courtesy, helping colleagues, and
healthy interpersonal relationships are given more importance by TNP
managers. Accordingly, it can be assumed that TNP employees with
femininity values are more likely to display greater levels of OCB since
they show emotional attachment to the TNP.
Collectivism and OCB
The final dimension that has the potential to influence OCB is
collectivism. In individualistic culture, employees follow their self
interest. However, collectivist culture is defined as a cultural context
where employees try to increase their collective benefits rather than
pursuing their individual gain at the expense of others (Hofstede, 2001).
The collectivistic culture of the TNP has the potential to encourage
collective sprit and increase employees’ sense of affective commitment. It
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also alleviates negative consequences of high power distance by reducing
the influences of hierarchical structure. Within this collectivist
environment, TNP employees feel a strong sense of belonging to their
organization. Because employees think that they are an inevitable ‘part of
the organizational family’ at their department, they show more
enthusiasm to involve in OCB.
Research Questions
The main focus of this study is to (1) examine the relationship
between OCB perceptions of TNP members and major attitudinal factors,
and (2) to compare the results between four major Turkish cities. The
following pertinent research questions are classified under the two
specific areas and are comprised of eight questions.
Examining the Relationship between TNP’s Attitudinal Factors and OCB
Question 1- To what degree is the difference in OCB scores of TNP
employees explained by Job Satisfaction (JS)?
Question 2- To what degree is the difference in OCB scores of TNP
employees explained by Organizational Commitment (OC)?
Question 3- Which type of OC (affective, normative or continuance)
has a greater effect on OCB scores of TNP employees?
Question 4- To what degree is the difference in OCB scores of TNP
employees explained by Organizational Justice (OJ)?
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Question 5- Which type of OJ (distributive, procedural or
interactive) has a greater effect on OCB scores of TNP employees?
Comparison between Four Major Turkish Cities
Question 6- How do TNP members’ perceptions on the relationship
between attitudinal factors (OC, JS, and OJ) and OCB scores
demonstrate variance?
The hypothesis for each of these questions is detailed in the
following chapter.
Purpose of the Study
In policing, adequate public satisfaction cannot be provided
through mere contract behavior. Even if one’s roles are conducted errorfree, they cannot be compared in value to an officer’s dedication by
exerting extra-role efforts. Although carrying out only contract duties
may provide some positive conditions, new ways to promote extra-role
behaviors that will maximize interests and take advantage of today’s
challenging business environment are also important.
The primary goal of this study is to demonstrate a practical basis
of TNP behavioral patterns by focusing on OCB and its relationship to
attitudinal factors in four major Turkish cities−Istanbul, Ankara,
Diyarbakır, and Malatya. Although not designed to provide a complete
picture of the TNP, by revealing OCB’s roots, determinants and
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consequences, the most probable image can be created to help improve
upon TNP’s already quality service and present an opportunity to
conduct a behavioral employee evaluation. The influences of
demographic factors−experience, gender, age, education, and assignment
type−on OCB are controlled to mitigate the risk of overstating any
influences that the independent variables may have on the dependent
variable.
In this research, the four major Turkish cities is used to explore:
(1) whether a relationship exists between OCB and JS, OC, and OJ
attitudinal factors among TNP officers; (2) whether a difference exists
among the relative effects of affective, continuance and normative OC
types on OCB scores of TNP officers; and (3) whether a difference exists
among the relative effects of distributive, procedural and interactive OJ
types on OCB scores of TNP officers. Finally, (4) comparisons between
Region I (Istanbul and Ankara) and Region II (Diyarbakır and Malatya)
will be made with respect to differences in TNP members’ OCB
perceptions and the relationship that exists between OC, JS and OJ
practices.
Significance of the Study
This research examines TNP members’ perceptions of OCB and its
relation to major attitudinal factors. First, most of the existing OCB
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literature employs an individualistic perspective by examining the
multifaceted issue from a private sector perspective (Moorman, 1993;
Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; Menguc, 2000; and Chiu & Chen, 2005).
This research offers different perspective by focusing on the collective
standpoint of the Turkish National Police.
Second, this research prepares the way for systemic research on
the organization of the TNP by collecting and evaluating data in an effort
to measure the influence of OCB and its relationship to major attitudinal
factors. By testing TNP members’ behavioral perceptions, this research
contributes to improving the quality and quantity of police performance.
Third, this study is based on data gathered from four Turkish
cities located in two main police regions that are unique in terms of their
population, geographical location and socioeconomic positions. This
offers a comparative measurement technique that assists in performing
an in-depth analysis of the TNP organization. Additionally, this research
facilitates comparative studies between the TNP and other public and
private Turkish organizations.
Finally, because the majority of OCB studies have been conducted
in the United States and Western Europe, existing outcomes are limited
to their particular cultural and socioeconomic contexts (Ertürk, Yılmaz,
& Ceylan, 2004). Internationally, however, very little information is
known about the OCB; therefore, an exploration of its aspects from a
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global perspective is important. OCB dimensions and interactions with
major attitudinal factors can be approved only through measurements
using diverse cultural and socioeconomic settings (Lievens & Anseel,
2004).

CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction
In the beginning of the twentieth century, organizations were
influenced by the classical scientific management and organizational
humanism forms of management. On the one hand, by obtaining its
roots from traditional mechanical engineering and experimentalism, the
classical theory was directed more toward economic principles,
productivity, extrinsic incentives, and division of labor (Shafritz &
Russell, 2003). On the other hand, the human relations approach took
into account an employee’s needs and the intrinsic virtue of
contemporary organizations (Harmon & Mayer, 1986). As the result of
the difference of opinion stemming from the trade-off between the
classical approach intended for extrinsic incentives and the intrinsicbased humanistic approach, employees failed to lean support toward one
specific side, thus leaving little room to demonstrate above average
performance. In other words, due to the critical dilemma between
classical (productivity) and humanistic (employee satisfaction)
approaches, employees have suffered throughout the years from a lack of
mutual interest that could have provided an equal and simultaneous
contribution to both their own and the organization’s welfare.
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In an effort to fill the gap between productivity and employee
satisfaction, researchers have conducted studies (Adams, 1965;
Hackman, & Oldham, 1975; Locke, 1976; Mowday et al., 1982;
Eisenberger et al., 1986; Greenberg, 1987; Konovsky & Folger, 1991;
Meyer, Irving & Allen, 1998; Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001; & Tomer, 2001)
to evaluate attitudinal and structural factors within the context of role
behaviors. However, by themselves, these behaviors are not enough to
meet the evolving needs of today’s challenging environment. A new
concept, Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB), was introduced that
refers to the contribution of an organization’s well-being through
employees going beyond their pre-defined duties and producing
performance above expectations (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Schnake,
1991; Ertürk, et al. 2004; & Chien, 2004). Organizations that have been
squeezed in between the different extremes of organizational productivity
versus employee satisfaction are released from trade-off through the
emergence of OCB’s extra-role concept.
In an attempt to identify and gain a clear understanding of OCB,
this research examines central ideas suggested by previous researchers.
Recognized as the original sources of OCB, Bernard’s (1938) study on the
nature of organizations and Katz and Kahn’s (1966) comprehensive
behavioral analysis is examined by identifying their core ideas and
contributions. Next, Organ’s (1988) work is discussed followed by a
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review of the definitions, characteristics and consequences offered by
other prominent researchers. Finally, the dimensions of OCB and their
relationship to organizational performance are assessed.
The theoretical base of OCB and the major attitudinal factors are
evaluated in an effort to identify and measure the most relevant key
characteristics. More specifically, to further illustrate the foundation of
OCB; this study directs its attention to the most influential approaches
that might serve as building blocks for extra-role behavior. In this
context, in addition to Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory, Gouldner’s
norm of reciprocity approach introduced in 1960 is analyzed. Attention is
also directed toward the concepts, characteristics and components of JS,
OC and OJ by tracing their roots and pointing out their linkage to
organizational citizenship behavior. This reviewing process includes an
analytical evaluation to demonstrate how these attitudinal factors relate
to OCB’s concept.
Origin and Development of OCB
Initial Studies
Although Organ (1988) is regarded as the first researcher to
employ the term “citizenship behavior” as an independent concept, the
literature reveals the usage of similar expressions in an attempt to
explain the diverse components of extra-role behaviors. For example,

23

Barnard (1938) labeled extra-role behavior as the “willingness to
cooperate,” and to further express the same idea, Katz and Kahn (1978)
preferred to use the “dependable role performance model.”
According to Giderler and Yılmaz (2007), the initial awareness of
extra-role behavior dates back to the early 1930s when Barnard (1938)
observed and defined the idea of extra-role behaviors in a study relating
to the eagerness of individuals to promote the well-being of their
organization. The most recent example of citizenship behavior studies
borrow much from Barnard’s conception of “willingness to cooperate” as
a starting point for the organizational citizenship behavior concept
(Borman, Penner, Allen, & Motowidlo, 2001).
In his study titled The Functions of the Executive, Barnard (1938)
contends that in addition to the formal structure and well-designed
control mechanism, having a cooperative system in which supportive and
collective interaction takes place among members is one of the main
ingredients of a successful organization. The logic behind Barnard’s
cooperative mechanism is the employee’s desire to demonstrate positive
collective behavior that might exceed the limits of one’s own benefit and
distribute to the collective benefit of all participants. According to
Barnard (1938), by possessing the willingness to engage in cooperative
endeavors, an employee demonstrates a belief in the value of social
responsibility and collective interest.
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Having emphasized the importance of an individual’s sense of
willingness to cooperate in order to improve associational harmony,
Barnard (1938) offered initial clues of citizenship behavior in which
individuals collectively demonstrate extra positive efforts to improve
organizational performance beyond their employment requirements. In
other words, Barnard emphasized that the motives behind the
willingness to cooperate stem not only from an individual’s simple
commitment that brings voluntary compliance with the organizational
goals but also from the expectancy of collective satisfactions.
Following Barnard (1938), Katz and Kahn (1966) introduced the
“innovative and spontaneous behavior” concept and modified Barnard’s
conception by pointing out the supra-role behavior on an organization’s
social relationship with its employees (Bateman & Organ, 1983;
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). Such a structural
concept has an innovative and spontaneous inclination that requires
collective and cooperative performance, protection of the organization,
voluntarism for productive thoughts, aspiration of self-improvement, and
positive attitudes towards the organization (Giderler & Yılmaz, 2007).
Katz and Kahn’s (1966) conceptualization encouraged employees to be
inspired to participate in and maintain their presence in the
organization, perform defined roles in a consistent manner and show a
strong incentive to carry out tasks by engaging in extra-role behaviors.
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These behaviors are considered among the most important ingredients of
a high productivity environment in which individuals go beyond their
limits and demonstrate efficient and effective performance (Chompookum
& Derr 2004; Cohen & Kol, 2004; Douglas & Konovsky, 1994; Organ,
Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2005).
Turning attention to Katz and Kahn’s (1966) conception of extrarole behaviors, one can easily observe the implications of citizenship
behavior that encourages individuals to not only become limited within
the margin of in-role behaviors but also to strive to make their
organization better at the expense of their own individual benefits. In
other words, even if maximum performance within the limits of contract
obligations is shown, no one is regarded as a successful or high-quality
employee unless their performance is improved through engaging in
extra-role behaviors that contribute more to the organization’s interest
than to their own.
Defining OCB
Since the main ingredient of social life encompasses human
behaviors that require the involvement of many relevant concepts, the
definition of OCB varies. Although Organ’s (1988) definition is considered
to be the first and most renowned, a detailed literature review of
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Podsakoff et al. (2000) revealed the existence of at least 30 different
definitions.
Consistent with earlier perceptions, Smith, Organ and Near (1983)
define the concept of organizational citizenship as discretionary employee
behavior that has no direct or explicit influence on formal reward
mechanisms and aims to enhance the level of organizational functioning.
Greenberg and Baron (2003) share Smith and colleague’s (1983) ideas
and characterize organizational citizenship as an informal individual
behavior that includes an effort larger than the formally expected
endeavor in order to enhance organizational productivity and personnel
satisfaction.
By focusing on the central functions, Farh, Podsakoff and Organ
(1990) emphasize that organizational behavior requires helping manners
among employees as well as being punctual and playing a dynamic role
through fulfilling administrative decisions and performing temporary
tasks. Similarly, George and Brief (1992) describe citizenship behavior as
an employee’s sense of intentional involvement in organizational
activities without expecting any type of benefits. In their study on
citizenship and marketing services, MacKenzie, Podsakoff and Fetter
(1993) state that citizenship behavior requires discretionary functions in
an effort to improve organizational effectiveness without taking individual
benefits into account.
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In conjunction with the behavioral sides of organizational
functions, Schanke (1991) considers the direction of these activities and
defines organizational citizenship behavior as multi-level practical
initiatives directed toward the individual, group and organizational levels.
This type of versatile behavior plays a crucial role on organizational
affluence such as contributing to its well-being through special
assistance to those who are in need, a personnel initiative to improve
individual and group level performance, an additional endeavor that
exceeds defined task roles, and strict commitment to the organization
(Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 1998). Finally, in observing OCB’s context
from a relatively wider perspective, Van Dyne, Graham and Dienesch
(1994) conceptualize the concept from a comprehensive view in which
many positive behaviors including in-role behaviors, extra-role behaviors
and political behaviors interact within the same environment.
Researchers use different terminologies to describe the concept of
OCB. For example, Brief and Motowidlo (1986) employ the perception of
“pro-social behavior” by referring to voluntary behaviors, namely
cooperating, sharing and volunteering. Accordingly, pro-social behaviors
are directed toward the individual, group and organizational levels within
the organization or while performing duties. It is essential that employees
install a cooperative mechanism in which all levels interact with each
other to enhance the collective interests of all parties.
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Another expression used to indicate the OCB concept is Borman
and Motowidlo’s (1993) “contextual performance” approach that differs
from technical performance. Whereas technical performance refers to
activities that require converting organizational services and reserves into
economic benefits, contextual performance directs more attention to
internal harmony and a healthy environment conducive to interpersonal
relationships where technical groundwork can develop and operate in a
productive manner.
To create a broader construct for OCB, Van Dyne, Cummings and
McLean Parks (1995) adopt the concept of “extra-role behavior.” Finally,
under the influence of different perspectives, Organ (1988) modifies the
“organizational citizenship behavior” concept by indicating the positive
role of social and psychological perspectives through work performance.
Additionally, by drawing attention to the unstructured and volunteer
nature of individuals, George and Brief (1992) introduce the
“spontaneous behavior” concept that adds more to the organization’s
effectiveness. Despite the different terminologies, all relevant concepts
can be viewed as having the same logic that is used to emphasize the
reverse implication of in-role behaviors (Gürbüz, 2006; Podsakoff et al.
2000).
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Characteristics of OCB
Similar to the variety of preferences, recent literature also
demonstrates a vast affluence with respect to OCB characteristics. For
example, Farh, Earley and Lin (1997) argue that there are two basic
patterns that underlie its foundation. The first pattern requires an
individual’s positive and active participation in organizational issues, for
example, decision making and implementation. The second pattern
requests that the individual simply refrain from any negative attitudes
that might influence the organization’s well-being in a harmful way. That
is, an individual should avoid participating in any form of destructive
behavior.
By indicating the sharp distinction between “winning” and “not
losing,” Ozdevecioglu (2003) contends that those who demonstrate the
first pattern are considered to be dynamic, productive and hard-working
individuals. Dynamic employees consistently strive to make more
contributions to their organization’s well-being. However, the logic of the
second behavioral pattern, labeled as static employee behavior, requires
one to simply stay away from any kind of negative behavior. Dynamic
employees represent one of OCB’s most important characteristics.
Organ (1988) claims that OCB includes the combination of three
key behavioral characteristics. First, rather than simply adhering to
contract obligations, OCB implies a voluntary behavior that is not
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considered a part of required employment duties. Second, individuals
who adopt OCB do not take the formal reward system into consideration.
Finally, rather than displaying little influence through limited ways,
OCB’s influence on the overall organizational well-being can be observed
in many ways within a broad range. Karambayya (1990) confirmed
Organ’s (1988) final perception and claim that OCB’s positive influence
on organizational performance can be traced through numerous paths.
As such, when there is a powerful sense of OCB in the organization, one
is likely to witness more performance among employees who adopt
different ways in performing their duties.
In an attempt to identify the key contributions that may improve
organizational performance, Cohen and Vigoda (2000) identify five
different influencing aspects: (1) OCB encourages individuals to do more
for their organization; therefore, the productivity level increases; (2)
individuals are given the confidence to stay within the organization; thus,
attraction for newcomers will be strengthened by the existence of OCB;
(3) OCB helps to stop fluctuations in organizational performance and
provides stable performance measures; (4) OCB facilitates cooperation
and coordination between individuals and groups; and (5) OCB enables
organizations to feel their evolving external setting by modifying their
core functions according to the requirements of the contemporary
environment.
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Consequences of OCB
In an attempt to reveal consequences, MacKenzie, Podsakoff and
Ahearne (1998) acknowledge three areas in which OCB has considerable
influence over personnel management practices. First, they emphasize
that evaluating an individual’s performance level based on the results of
extra-role behavior scores is one of the most important consequences.
Although managers have no authority to force employees to engage in
OCB, and, by the same token, employees have no expectation of further
appraisal as a result of contributing to extra-role behaviors, researchers
have confirmed that OCB is regarded as one of the strongest indicators
in receiving a promotion or higher salary (Gürbüz, 2006). Managers
endeavor to make performance judgments according to their employees’
OCB scores. The more individuals demonstrate extra-role behaviors, the
more likely they are to be promoted or given a raise.
In their study regarding OCB’s influence on sales unit
effectiveness, Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994) claim that since OCB
helps in the overall organizational performance, sales managers should
take OCB scores into consideration when conducting an employee
performance evaluation. In addition, by arranging training programs
designed to improve performance skills, managers should push
employees to become aware of and demonstrate more OCB. Podsakoff
and MacKenzie (1994) further state that the employee selection
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procedure should consider not only the qualifications of a good
salesperson but also their potential to demonstrate more extra-role
behaviors.
When employees fail to be aware of OCB’s influence through the
evaluation process, they may be discouraged due to experiencing
negative consequences with respect to promotions or salary increases.
They may also become less motivated, display less job satisfaction and
attachment to the organization and lose confidence in the sense of
organizational justice. Additionally, because these employees may
consider that they have been treated unequally or unfairly, a lower
confidence in their managers might result thus leading to a lack of
commitment and high turnover rates (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994).
As a second consequence, MacKenzie et al. (1998) concentrate on
OCB’s unique role in improving organizational productivity and
performance much like other researchers who confirmed its influence on
organizational performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Karambayya,
1990; Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Hui, 1993). Organ (1988)
describes OCB’s critical role in improving organizational performance in
its capacity to serve as grease in front of social mechanisms that attempt
to destroy concrete barriers of efficient and effective organizational
performance.
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As a final consequence, research findings have shown that there is
a close relationship and interaction between OCB and major attitudinal
factors including organizational justice, job satisfaction and
organizational commitment. According to MacKenzie et al. (1998), when
taking these concepts into account with respect to their enormous
influence on organizational performance, OCB can be regarded as one of
the most important indicators of promoting an organization’s well-being.
Dimensions of OCB
Because OCB is shaped by many organizational and individual
factors depending on different viewpoints, there are various concepts
regarding its dimensions. Researchers have introduced studies in which
dimensions are categorized in an assortment of ways. While some classify
them according to the direction of behaviors toward organizational or
individual goals, for example, others prefer to focus on the behaviors
themselves rather than concentrating on their specific target. More
specifically, OCB dimensions are discussed in-depth to show how
different types of classifications might help to identify unknown angles
and assist managers to take advantage of the concept in improving
organizational performance. Based on the literature review, Farh, Zhong
and Organ (2004) argue that the foundation of OCB dimensions can be
traced through the assessment of several basic sources.
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The first source found its roots from a study conducted by Katz
(1964). In general, Katz’s typology constructs building blocks for other
dimensional categorizations by demonstrating how various pioneering
and spontaneous behaviors help the emergence of basic OCB dimensions
(Podsakoff et al., 2000). According to Katz (1964), there are five different
dimensions that include (1) creating a cooperative environment among
individuals, (2) having a strong sense for protection of organizational
mechanisms, (3) producing innovative ideas for the purpose of
organizational development, (4) encouraging individuals to become
involved in self-training activities, and (5) preserving a member’s desire
to contribute to the organization’s well-being.
As a second source, Smith et al. (1983) describe two major
categories: altruism and generalized compliance. While altruism refers to
an individual’s tendency to assist colleagues in order to reduce their
intense workload or solve specific problems, compliance signifies an
individual’s inclination to demonstrate voluntary actions that require
obedience to organizational regulations.
By taking a similar approach, Williams and Anderson (1991)
modified Smith and colleagues’ typology (1983) by labeling OCB’s
concept as beneficial to the organization (OCBO) and beneficial to
individuals (OCBI). Similar to generalized compliance, OCBO refers to
any type of voluntary employee endeavors that are directed toward the
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organization’s well-being. Examples include punctuality, performing
tasks in a manner that will add to an organization’s well-being and
compliance to organizational regulations. In contrast, OCBI, like
altruism, takes individual benefits into account through involvement in
activities such as lending a hand to those who are in need (Farh et al.,
1990). While OCBO contributes directly to organizational resources
through increasing the output level, OCBI serves an individual’s interests
through creating a cooperative environment in which problems are solved
with the assistance of experienced colleagues. However, OCBI indirectly
adds to organizational improvement because harmony among individuals
yields positive results with respect to production and performance (Van
Dyne et al., 1994).
Another source of OCB’s dimension comes from Graham (1991)
whose main thought, in general, requires an individual’s devotion and
engagement in practices that boost an organization’s interests (Farh et
al. 2004). Graham’s first dimension, organizational obedience, resembles
Katz’s (1964) conceptualization of compliance that refers to an
individual’s voluntary acceptance of rules that regulate organizational
functions, namely, organizational mechanisms, job descriptions and
employee-related issues. As a second dimension, similar to altruism,
Graham (1991) indicates organizational loyalty by which individuals can
fulfill their maximum contribution and identify themselves through
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organizational values. By doing so, an opportunity is provided to enhance
limited individual benefits. The final dimension requires active and
discretionary participation in organizational policies and practices to
enhance the organization’s well-being. According to Torlak and Koç
(2007), proper flow of communication through the workforce is
considered to be one of the main components of active employee
involvement.
Organ (1988) examines OCB by using five different dimensions:
altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, civic virtue, and conscientiousness.
Altruism refers to discretionary assistance towards particular employees
who are in need with respect to their organizational tasks and duties.
More specifically, when an employee joins the organization, experienced
colleagues should assist the newcomer in matters concerning what to do
and how tasks are to be performed. As a result, the newcomer is
provided with an opportunity to become acquainted with assigned job
responsibilities. However, experienced employees should not allow
newcomers to adopt behaviors in a carbon-copy manner that may
conceal the new employee’s unique potential. While Organ (1988) prefers
to use the term altruism, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter
(1990) and Van Dyne and LePine (1998) employ the helping behavior
concept by emphasizing the importance of voluntary cooperative
behaviors in solving workplace problems. Similarly, according to
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Moorman and Blakely (1995), an individual’s supportive behavior is
labeled as interpersonal helping behavior.
According to Organ (1988), courtesy includes practical helping
initiatives directed toward employees who are prepared to involve
themselves in tasks and duties that require initial notices and
information. The main reason for this precaution is in helping other
employees to deal with their own work-related problems (Podsakoff &
MacKenzie, 1994).
In comparison to other dimensions presented by Organ (1988),
sportsmanship, or tolerating and showing endurance against the
consequences of negative working conditions, is given relatively less
attention. In exploring the relationship between organizational
citizenship behaviors and sales unit effectiveness, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie (1994) argue that salespersons show a high level of tolerance
even when they experience extensive negative responses and further try
to endure misbehaviors without complaints.
According to Organ (1988), civic virtue refers to participating in
organizational life that shapes political preferences. To a certain extent,
this requires a commitment through joining in activities including
involvement in critical decision making regarding policies, voluntary
attendance in meetings and complying with organizational
announcements (Podsakoff et al., 1990). By taking civic virtue’s

38

organizational-directed trait into account, George and Brief (1992) direct
attention to the protective nature of this dimension and label it as
protecting the organization.
Finally, being in compliance with the organization’s demands by
meeting at least the minimal requirements is termed as
conscientiousness by Organ (1988). In referring to the function of
conscientiousness, Graham (1991) and Van Dyne et al. (1994) use the
term obedience and emphasize its crucial role in improving OCB. By the
same token, through voluntary employee obedience to organizational
rules, procedures and regulations, Moorman and Blakely (1995) use the
idea of personnel industry described as working extra hours and putting
in additional efforts to create and implement new projects to enhance the
organization’s well-being.
At first glance, by observing the number and various dimensional
forms of OCB, one might, perhaps, conclude that there is either immense
controversy or an ill-defined concept. However, other than utilizing
different terminologies, a review of the literature demonstrates consensus
with respect to OCB’s content.
The existing literature also confirms that Organ’s (1988) fivedimensional conceptualization has drawn more attention when compared
to other constructs. According to LePine, Erez and Johnson (2002), there
are three main reasons for this wide acceptance among researchers.
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First, the logic depends on the framework’s relatively long history in
comparison to other studies. Additionally, efforts dedicated to publishing
Organ’s (1988) research have been far more intense than those of other
researchers. Secondly, most of the initial prototypes, including Podsakoff
et al.’s (1990) measurement pattern, prefer to adopt Organ’s fivedimensional framework. Because primary examples of measurement
patterns reflect the core characteristics of Organ’s (1988) original
dimensions, numerous researchers prefer to benefit from its tool in order
to understand the various aspects of OCB. Finally, researchers favor
Organ’s five-dimensional construct because it offers adequate
competency to address across situations and organizations.
More recently, Podsakoff et al. (2000) narrowed Organ’s (1988)
conceptualization by removing conscientiousness from the dimension
scale and introducing a new term, helping behavior, by combining
altruism and courtesy dimensions. Helping behavior includes
peacemaking and cheerleading functions that play a crucial role in
improving OCB. By solving problems, peacemaking refers to any type of
positive action that promotes organization-wide peace and order among
employees. According to Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994), in a peaceful
environment, the cheerleading mission emerges as a primary vehicle that
encourages employees to become involved in professional improvement
activities.
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Borman and Motowidlo (1993) mirrored Organ’s (1988)
conceptualization by adopting an additional terminology that provides a
diverse approach in describing OCB’s hidden points. According to these
researchers, OCB consists of five components that include (1) voluntary
behaviors toward organizational improvement, (2) eagerness to
demonstrate positive attitudes, (3) lending a hand to colleagues coping
with work-related problems, (4) complying with organizational rules and
regulations, and (5) putting forth one’s best for the organization’s wellbeing.
A review of the literature has revealed the origins and conceptual
development of OCB. In the following section, attention is directed to the
characteristics and extent of the relationship between organizational
performance and OCB.
OCB and Organizational Performance
Because OCB plays a pivotal role in organizational performance,
the concept has emerged as one of the most critical aspects of
performance, and numerous studies have been conducted in an attempt
to explore this relationship. By combining the idea of willingness to
individual performance, Barnard (1938), the pioneer researcher to
examine the relationship between OCB and performance, attempted to
explain how employees could be encouraged to add extra value to their
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performance level by creating a high-quality employee relationship.
Subsequently, Katz and Kahn (1978) conducted additional research that
revealed the unfamiliar sides of the relationship between OCB and
performance. Accordingly, involvement in job performance takes place by
starting to work in an organization and refusing to quit, performing
prescribed tasks according to contractual obligations, and going beyond
fulfilling the approved tasks by displaying extra performance.
According to Cohen and Vigoda (2000), OCB’s positive
consequences can be traced through seven points. First, OCB helps to
improve both high (managerial) and lower (employee) level performance
within the organization. Second, scarce organizational resources can be
used and allocated in a more efficient and effective way if there is an
improved sense of OCB among employees. Third, improved OCB helps to
shrink organizational maintenance expenditures because employees have
positive attitudes toward organizational benefits. Fourth, OCB plays a
crucial role in establishing a highly fruitful atmosphere among all
working segments of the organization. Fifth, an improved sense of OCB
in one organization helps to catch the attention of other employees both
within and outside of the organization. Sixth, OCB helps to enhance the
constancy of organizational performance, and finally, OCB helps to
embrace the opportunities that are presented through change by
encouraging employees to demonstrate civic virtue behavior.
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Throughout its history, in an effort to verify OCB’s collective
influence on efficient and effective organizational functioning (Organ,
1988), more recent studies reveal OCB and its relationship to both
individual (Koys, 2001; MacKenzie et al., 1991) and group level employee
performance (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997). By conducting a survey in a
regional restaurant chain, Koys (2001) promotes the idea that employee
behaviors, more especially OCB, and satisfaction should be at the heart
of one’s individual level performance. As a result of cross-lagged
regression analysis, Koys (2001) concludes that improving constructive
employee attitudes and job satisfaction among employees enhanced both
organizational performance and outcomes. However, Koys’ findings do
not indicate that an organization’s outcomes had a positive influence on
the improvement of employee attitudes.
Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1997) conducted an important study
that emphasized the core of group level employee performance at a paper
mill factory. They suggest that there is a close correlation between
equality and quantity of employee performance at different dimensions of
OCB. As a result, while altruism has a significant positive influence on
quality and excellence, sportsmanship and altruism’s associate effect can
be observed in the level of employee performance (Podsakoff &
MacKenzie, 1997).
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Similar to altruism, civic virtue plays an important role by
encouraging employees to demonstrate their full potential. If employees
lack proper civic virtue, they will, undoubtedly, fail to contribute their
maximum optimum to organizational goals. On the contrary, if
employees are unaware of the organizational values and combine their
own with them, they will also fail to demonstrate the desired productivity
level and follow their own self-interests. Conversely, rather than
pursuing individual interests, employees who display a proper sense of
conscientiousness will comply with their organizational goals and thus
increase the reliability of organizational functioning (Berry &
Parasuraman, 1991).
Performance management lies at the heart of the police profession.
Accordingly, governments expect quality improvement in delivered police
services. Because police services are challenging due to their complex
and demanding nature, there is no single management formula that can
increase the overall performance level. By considering the facts of real
life, rather than pursuing established dimensions of performance
management, police organizations should scrutinize more insightful and
innovative performance indicators. In other words, filling gaps left behind
by traditional behaviors that require expertise in implementing specific
job practices should be the primary task of new behaviors embedded in a
collective and emotional setting (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994).
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By considering these concerns, in an attempt to develop a more
active approach for performance management in the Turkish National
Police, this research employs OCB as the dependent variable. By doing
so, the dimensions that embrace added volunteer behaviors rather than
simply contract duties are revealed through an employee survey
administered to TNP members from two different police regions of
Turkey.
Theoretical Framework of OCB
In today’s complex and diverse society, exploring the roots of high
organizational performance and creating effective improvement models
are becoming increasingly difficult due to the complex nature of the
general public and social structure. Because the meaning of good might
differ somewhat from one person to another, some are involved in
interactions that express their good nature in a society where they can
maximize pleasure and avoid pain.
Because it is impractical to assume that employee-related
problems can be treated without making a correct diagnosis, a wider and
more realistic approach is useful in finding a proper solution. However,
identifying employee attitudes and behaviors is not simply a black and
white issue. Since there are also gray areas, in an effort to determine all
dimensions of an employee’s nature, it is important to focus on these
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areas as well. Usually, these influences appear as a combination of both
attitudinal and social structural factors. By considering the critical role
that one’s social structure plays on human nature, a great deal of
attention can be given to understanding how employee attitudes and
behaviors are formed through mutual interactions. More specifically,
researchers have discussed at length the role of social structure and
employee personality in revealing how mutual interactions directed by
self-interests influence the organization’s overall performance level.
The following section analytically reveals the theoretical context of
OCB and its major influences on attitudinal factors by focusing primarily
on the applications of essential tools of social exchange theory. First, the
meaning and foundation of the social exchange framework are discussed
followed by studies related to its theoretical development. Specifically,
the concept’s strengths and weaknesses as well as ways it might explain
and actually influence extra-role behaviors are presented. Finally, this
section concludes focusing on the modified version of the social exchange
theory. Social exchange approach’s role and contribution to OCB are also
evaluated.
Social Exchange Concept
According to a meaningful Turkish adage, “The more people share
their happiness with others, the more pleasure they will obtain as a
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result.” In the same vein, “the more people share their suffering with
others, the less displeasure they will be exposed to as a result of this
interaction.” This wise saying confirms the importance of mutual
interaction in the creation of human pleasure. In reality, while
attempting to ascertain the basic roots and motives that shape
interactions between individuals, interdependence and interaction are
terms that have been profoundly scrutinized by social exchange theorists
(Blau, 1964; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).
Through mutual interaction that is shaped and determined by the
other party’s behavior, the type of individualistic reaction may be either
positive or negative. A positive reaction requires the involvement of both
parties and the development of a socially desired exchange, whereas a
negative reaction results in hesitation or ending the process by reason of
one party experiencing a lack of expected reciprocation or inadequate
rewards that worsen social ties. According to Molm and Cook (1995),
joint reliance between parties increases a positive product and decreases
a negative outcome. Further, this mutual conditional exchange between
particular associates represents the border of the social exchange theory.
The most common forms of OCB’s theoretical framework depend
on the principles of social exchange theory. At the heart of the theory lies
a reciprocate treatment of individuals referred to as the existence of
harmonizing factors that encourage balance. This key concept is shaped
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through a process of organizational socialization where mutual
interactions among colleagues play a crucial role in the socialization
process. Through this process, employees learn how to become
productive members without harming the organization and other
affiliates. After reciprocating favorable treatment learned through
interaction with others, individuals carry this with them as part of their
character.
Rewards of this socially attractive exchange that strengthens social
ties can come in two different forms: extrinsic and intrinsic. Extrinsic
rewards are considered as positively valued work that receives
appreciation given in return by managers (Blau, 1964; Homans, 1958;
Schermerhorn, Hunt, & Osborn, 1985). They can be both material (for
example, money, favorable working conditions, fringe benefits, and so
forth) and psychological (namely, promotions, honors and
commendations) rewards that are external to the job (Nigro & Nigro,
2000). According to Baard (2000), the extrinsic reward is a type of
incentive that workers look forward to achieving, and their loyalty is one
of the most important driving forces behind this type of reward. On the
other hand, Nigro and Nigro (2000) define intrinsic incentives (for
example, feeling of competence, individual worth and simple happiness)
as a psychological reward that comes directly from the positive
consequences of a worker’s job performance. Intrinsic rewards can be
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acquired from an employee who successfully performs a task, increases
his or her skills and enhances self-esteem and morale.
Development of the Social Exchange Concept
In examining the social exchange concept, it is important to focus
on its roots which can assist the researcher in understanding present
applications.
Although Blau (1964) is known as the founding father of social
exchange theory, its derivation dates back to the studies of Homans
(1958) and Thibaut and Kelley (1959). Inspired by B. F. Skinner’s
psychological behavior in 1950, Homans (1958) introduced the initial
description of social exchange theory that focuses on the enlightenment
of economic factors that have emerged as the most important
determinants in revealing an individual’s social attitudes and behaviors.
Homans (1958) claims that an individual’s use of appropriate
communication channels in making decisions that involve social
interaction with colleagues can be increased if the value level of
personally determined attraction is high.
One year after Homans’ theory was formulated, Thibaut and Kelly
(1959) described interpersonal relations and group functioning that
supported Homans’ (1958) claims. In their study, that explained the
advantages of social interaction between two individuals, Thibaut and
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Kelly (1959) draw attention to the comparison of relationship standards
that indicate the desirability and satisfaction level of interaction.
Individuals attempt to establish a highly profitable atmosphere in which
interactions between persons produce a maximum benefit in exchange
for little cost in terms of spending time, negative experiences, loss of
rewards, and energy. When individuals believe that their probable cost is
beyond their anticipated benefits, they terminate the ongoing interaction
and search for another one that can offer relatively more advantages.
Among the researchers who expressed interest in social exchange,
Blau (1964) is one of the earliest and, in many ways, the most influential
who contributed to the emergence of social exchange theory. As
previously discussed, through the social exchange process, benefits can
be granted when individuals have mutual interactions, but lack of
benefits produce a loss of proper interactions between parties. This
method of reasoning led Blau (1964) to formulate his most significant
contribution to the literature−Social Exchange Theory.
Individuals usually believe that whatever they do with others will
in some way provide pleasure and happiness. For example, Blau (1964)
claims that an individual never deliberately takes part in an action that
is harmful. In Blau’s view, social exchange can be achieved only if its
aspects accomplish what the nature of mutual interactions require. More
specifically, if an individual’s own benefit remains within the limits of
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mutual and equal interest by avoiding excessive demands, there will be
no interruption or hesitation in the interaction, and this moderation of
receiving an equal amount of mutual pleasure will lead parties to
maintain long-term relations. By adopting the central points from
previous studies on social exchange, Blau (1964) posits fairness and
attachment to the organization as the nucleus for social exchange theory.
Fairness and attachment are the general virtues of social exchange that
reflect an individual’s achievement of physical and mental harmony
which can be achieved only when each party is involved in mutual
interaction and properly fulfill their roles.
Blau (1964) believed that assessments of social interaction among
employees can be determined according to the size of organizations.
Although face-to-face interactions are common within small groups,
rarely are close interactions seen in large organizations. Blau (1964)
added that the quality of interaction is based upon an individual’s own
preferences with respect to the mutual anticipated reward level and
anticipated cost. When the obtained level of mutual attraction reaches a
certain level, individuals are motivated to initiate association and expect
rewards in accordance with probable allocated costs.
According to Blau (1964), social and economic dimensions of
exchange are the basic views in which the social exchange theory is
exemplified. In both dimensions, the essential fact is the benefit that can
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be achieved by taking mutual interactions into account. However, with
respect to repayment, there are differences between economic and social
exchange in terms of their meaning and time frame. These two concepts
are distinguished from each other in that economic exchange is based on
a well-defined mutual repayment between seller and buyer or a type of
compulsory market model transaction occurring within a specific time
frame. Social exchange, however, ignores immediate benefits and refers
to the long-term expectation of unspecified mutual reciprocation without
setting specific time limitations. In particular, economic exchange
represents an attempt to explain the nature of compulsory interaction
through the short-term mutual transactional process, yet social
exchange relies heavily on unspecified long-term consequences of
reciprocation between individuals.
In economic exchange, individuals measure their level of
relationship according to the amount of attained economic rewards,
namely money and promotions. If rewards reached by individuals are
perceived to exceed their expected level, the relationship’s direction will
be positive as opposed to neutral. Further, this positive relationship
enhances an individual’s economic obligation to the organization. In
addition to rewards, the existence of alternative employment
opportunities and support for personnel assets through job adjustments
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play a very active role in the enhancement of an economic exchange
relationship (Cardona, Lawrence, & Peter, 2003).
In contrast to economic exchange, social exchange argues that the
implicit agreement of mutual benefits presents itself in the form of
specific intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, and the duration of this mutual
relationship between parties is portrayed according to the nature of
social norms and values (Organ, 1990). That is, when society’s norms
and values change over time, the reciprocal interaction’s means and time
frame also change accordingly. The roles of social norms and values
appear to some extent like an influential determinant given that they can
be used for either the creation of perfect mutual interaction or its
destruction. If individuals possess strong social norms and values, they
can use their power to enhance the means and time frame of reciprocal
interaction. On the other hand, when these social ties are weak, one will
likely notice a diminishing trend of quality and quantity of reciprocal
interaction.
In addition to the debate over the essentials of economic and social
exchange thought claiming that social or financial concerns may
overwhelm an individual’s performance, later researchers attempted to
address an alternative approach by asking whether it is possible for
social and exchange notions to reveal all kinds of relationships between
individuals and organizations. By adopting a moderately different
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perspective from social and economic exchange approaches, Cardona et
al. (2003) found an alternative way to cultivate relationships between
employees and their organization, specifically, the work exchange
concept. Accordingly, limiting the concern of exchange only to economic
and social concepts is not sufficient enough to bring the entire
standpoint of the work exchange relationship into view (Cardona et al.,
2003).
Although the origin of the work exchange concept depends on the
social and economic dimensions of exchange perceived by Blau (1966),
Cardona et al. (2003) assert that the work exchange approach is
distinguished from other exchange concepts by placing great emphasis
on job characteristics rather than on mutual trust or economic gain.
Cardona and colleagues (2003) further claim that positive job awareness
plays a pivotal role of increasing an individual’s work attachment and
sense of responsibility that result in strong emotional ties with the
organization. By recognizing these facts regarding reciprocal behavioral
expectations of daily work, they declare that agreement over reciprocal
expectations in the work exchange relationship is unspoken in nature
and includes specific work behaviors without having ill-defined relations
among individuals. Conversely, the most important feature of economic
exchange is its clear-cut compliance that occurs within a specific time
period. Still, in contrast to ill-defined mutual interactions, social
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exchange presents well-defined and specific obligations as a result of
reciprocal interaction.
Social Exchange and OCB
As previously discussed, the theoretical foundation of major
attitudinal factors that have a relative influence on OCB can best be
explained by examining the social exchange concept (Cardona et al.,
2003; Deluga, 1994; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Love & Forret, 2008;
Masterson, Lewis, Goldman, & Taylor, 2000; Moideenkutty, 2005;
Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 1996; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).
According to Lind (2002), equal treatment among employees forces them
to demonstrate self-confidence toward the organization and establish
authenticity for organizational functions without having any doubts. In
this context, Organ (1998) draws attention to the perception that proper
fairness triggers mutual social exchange interactions that direct
supervisors to demonstrate OCB for each member of the organization as
a result of employee reciprocation.
Besides Organ (1988), Lind and Tyler (1988) also attempt to
enhance and purify OCB’s foundation by adopting the same social
exchange perspective. They specifically focus on perceptions of
procedural supervisory fairness that encourages employees to display
attachment to their organizational system. Due to detachment from a
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sense of unfairness, utilizing fair procedure practices enhance dominant
values such as individual rights and dignity. Moreover, Tepper, Lockhart
and Hoobler (2001) claim that different role definitions play a crucial role
in moderating the relationship between an employee’s perception of
fairness and OCB. According to these researchers, extra-role behavior
places more positive influence in comparison to role behavior. Similarly,
Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng (2001) assert that high
organizational performance and improved attitudes toward assigned
duties are among the most obvious consequences of the fairness
construct that occurs as a result of reciprocal interactions among
members.
Attitudinal Factors and Performance
Employee attitudes are of immeasurable importance to an
organization given their potential to influence behaviors relevant to
occupational responsibilities. For this reason, managers take into
account any negative attitudes exhibited by lower level employees that
may possibly be indications of future problems. Among other workrelated attitudes, organizational behavior (OB) researchers place a great
deal of emphasis on three key factors: job satisfaction, organizational
commitment and organizational trust.
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In this section, employee attitudes and performance concepts,
definitions and central characteristics are analytically examined taking
into consideration the existing literature. Next, the focus is center on job
satisfaction (JS), organizational commitment (OC) and organizational
justice (OJ) followed by the influences that these major attitudes have on
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB). The discussion is broadened
by offering a systematic assessment regarding interactive relationships
between job-related attitudes and OCB.
Context of Employee Attitudes
Beginning with Frederic Winslow Taylor’s scientific management
approach in 1911, Elton Mayo’s human relations Hawthorne
experiments in 1926 and Maslow’s hierarchy of needs in the late
1930s, scholars have strived to identify the quickest and most efficient
ways of improving productivity in an organization. According to
Robbins (2001), by considering that the shortest distance between two
points is a straight line; researchers have attempted to draw this line
between productivity and other influencing organizational factors by
focusing on the individual, group and structural level of behaviors. As a
result, the individual level has been diagnosed as the most important
factor in improving organizational productivity, effectiveness and
efficiency, leading to studies that examine the complex and intricate
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nature of human behavior. Within the highly competitive and
challenging work environment, employee attitudes and behavioral
patterns emerged as the most important components of organizational
behavior (Greenberg & Baron, 2003).
With Frederick W. Taylor’s scientific management approach, he
focuses on the systematical process created by the engineering sector
with the intention of helping both the interests of employers and society
through eliminating waste of time and resources (Nyland, 1996). Workers
at the lowest levels, especially in the production units, are considered as
unthinking agents of the organizational principles (Tomer, 2001). Taylor’s
approach, a mixture of science and work, points out particular work
roles and ways to increase production activity (Denhardt, 2004) by
considering employees as one of the most important components of the
industrial machine (Ott & Russell, 2001). While researchers including
Henry Fayol and Luther Gulick adopt Taylor’s scientific management
approach, others, for example, Elton Mayo, Chester Barnard and
Frederick Herzberg find scientific management to be inefficient with
respect to the human components of organizations and therefore took
another position.
According to the more humanistic approach, scientific
management theorists fail to consider the general implications of the
organizational society and ignore the social problems whereas the
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humanistic approach focused, in particular, on other personal and
interpersonal problems associated with organizational life (Harmon &
Mayer, 1986). In sum, the classical management approach concentrates
on the rationalization of work routines by assuming that people are the
machines, while the humanistic approach stresses the importance of
creating harmony among work routines, thus promoting the emotional
well-being of workers and emphasizing the relational needs among
people. By believing that many employees may be technically efficient but
inefficient in behavioral terms; the humanistic approach depends chiefly
on the organizational attitudes and behaviors, namely employee thoughts
and feelings (Ott & Russell, 2001).
In general, attitudes require both positive and negative evaluative
statements and judgments regarding the surrounding environment and
are composed of three basic components: cognition, evaluative and
behavioral. Whereas cognition refers to an individual’s beliefs or
assessment declaration about the surrounding environment, the
evaluative component appears as a result of the cognition component
and includes one’s emotional assertion about other individuals, objects
or occasions. In the third component, assessments and feelings produced
by cognition and evaluation are translated into intentional behavioral
patterns and directed toward potential targets (Greenberg & Baron,
2003; Robbins, 2001).
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Major Attitudinal Factors and OCB
Although researchers prefer to use different terminologies, four
variables considered to be building blocks that influence the concept of
OCB include individual characteristics, organizational traits, distinctive
features of assigned organizational tasks, and leaders’ distinguishing
behaviors (Podsakoff et al. 2000). From a more contextual standpoint,
George and Jones (1997) adopt another categorization in which three
sets of factors serve as influential dynamics of OCB: individual factors
consisting of role definitions and individual capabilities; group level
factors requiring involvement of general standards and goals; and
organizational factors relating to the domestic environment, in particular,
the organizational design and structure in conjunction with the
adaptation of policies and appraisal systems.
Assigned tasks and organizational characteristics play a pivotal
role in the establishment of OCB since harmony between proper
organizational design and worthwhile task prototypes have the potential
to enhance the concept (Podsakoff et al. 2000). Parallel to increased
leadership studies, researchers began to center more frequently on other
important influencing factors that included task and organizational
characteristics (Podsakoff et al. 2000).
Because most researchers concur that employee characteristics
represent the most crucial elements of OCB, by recognizing their
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importance, the founding fathers of the citizenship concept paid
significant attention to general affective factors and dispositional factors.
General affective factors that have a direct effect on OCB include
attitudinal patterns consisting of job satisfaction, justice perception,
organizational commitment, and distinct leadership prototypes whereas
dispositional factors include behaviors of cordiality, conscientiousness,
affectivity, and other regulatory perceptions between employee and
manager (Podsakoff et al. 2000).
Among the general affective attitudinal factors, researchers regard
job satisfaction as the most well-known (Bateman & Organ, 1983;
Bettencourt, Gwinner, & Meuter, 2001; Moorman, 1993; Motowidlo,
Packard, & Manning, 1986; Organ, 1988; Organ & Konovsky, 1989;
Organ and Lingl, 1995; Puffer, 1987; Tang & Ibrahim, 1998; Williams &
Anderson, 1991). Similar to job satisfaction, researchers also confirmed
organizational commitment’s relationship to OCB (Becker, 1960; Bolon,
1997; Kanter, 1968; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986; Organ & Ryan, 1995;
Schappe, 1998; Tansky, 1993; Van Dyne et al., 1995; Williams &
Anderson, 1991). Finally, researchers verified organizational justice to
directly influence OCB (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Konovsky &
Folger, 1991; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Malatesta & Bryne, 1997;
Moorman, 1991; Moorman, Niehoff & Organ, 1993; Williams, Pitre, R., &
Zainuba, 2002).
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The following reasons clarify why individual characteristics, or
general affective factors, were selected as independent variables in this
research. First, in revealing the relationship between individual
characteristics and OCB, the three most common individual
characteristics, job satisfaction, organizational commitment and
organizational justice, are appropriate to use because of their direct and
stronger influence on the various dimensions of OCB when compared to
other factors. Second, by considering the exceptional nature of the
Turkish culture, individual characteristics represent key elements due to
the unique characteristics shared by members of TNP that symbolize the
most obvious indicators of OCB. Third, by revealing linkages between
individual characteristics and OCB dimensions, this research also
explains how to build and sustain high organizational performance
through the most common attitudinal settings.
Job Satisfaction and OCB
Job satisfaction refers to positive or negative attitudes that are
directed toward employment in an effort to demonstrate an employee’s
level of satisfaction (Greenberg & Baron, 2003). In general, managers
believe that the more employees are satisfied, the higher their
organizational performance level. The influence of job satisfaction on
organizational performance can be traced through an examination of the
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ratio between productivity level, rate of resignations and employee
absences. According to Robbins (2001), employees who are satisfied with
their jobs exhibit high performance standards, low absenteeism and a
desire to remain within their organization. On the contrary, when
employees are dissatisfied with their jobs, they show their discontent by
looking for opportunities to leave the organization, complaining about
inadequate workplace conditions through criticizing upper level
managers, and insisting on displaying negative behaviors through poor
performance and high absenteeism (Greenberg & Baron, 2003; Robbins,
2001).
Frederick Herzberg developed his motivation-hygiene theory in
1968, also known as the two-factor theory, to explain the processes that
motivate job satisfaction (Greenberg & Baron, 2003). Herzberg’s theory
consists of job satisfiers (achievement, recognition, work itself,
responsibility, and advancement) and job dissatisfiers (an organization’s
policy and administration, supervision, salary, interpersonal relations,
and working conditions) (Shafritz & Russell, 2003). In their attribution
style, employees are evaluated as either job satisfiers or job dissatisfiers
that are driven by changes in the job context, respectively. For example,
providing a more spacious office may simply ensure that the employee is
not dissatisfied, but, on the other hand, assigning more job-related
responsibilities may serve as an improved motivator to make the
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employee feel more satisfied (Buhler, 2003). In view of Hertzberg’s twofactor theory of motivation, Hertzberg and his colleagues also developed
the idea of job enrichment that aims to create greater opportunities for
individual achievement and recognition (Harmon & Mayer, 1986).
Bateman and Organ (1983) suggest that the theoretical
foundations surrounding the relationship between job satisfaction and
OCB stem primarily from two basic reasons. The first acquires its roots
from Blau’s (1964) social exchange theory which postulates that if
organizational officials offer appropriate working conditions in
accordance with their own wishes to show appreciation and
contentment, they look for opportunities to reciprocate by doing their
best for the organization’s well-being. However, employees may fail to
respond positively to this solution of work-related problems due to a lack
of capacity or opportunity. If this is the case, OCB is a method for
employees to demonstrate their reciprocation in a quiet manner (Organ,
1990).
The second reason that encourages this relationship originates
from social psychological testing where the motives of pro-social activities
appear to be a result of the positive effect of experience that narrows the
psychological space between individuals and other members of the
organization. If job satisfaction continues to increase the level of
constructive affective conditions, the probability of demonstrating
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citizenship behavior by satisfied individuals also increase (Bateman &
Organ, 1983).
Research revealing the relationship between job satisfaction and
OCB began in the early 1980s when Bateman and Organ (1983)
confirmed the existence of a substantial linkage between job satisfaction
and OCB after reviewing the results of their study conducted among
university employees. Smith et al. (1983) then measured the degree of
influence by job satisfaction on OCB dimensions and concluded that
although its influence on altruism was directly related, general
compliance revealed an indirect tendency. By paying relatively closer
attention to the importance of material benefits, Puffer (1987) questioned
the relationship between OCB and job satisfaction by confirming that
reward-driven job satisfaction displays a close connection with OCB.
Similarly, an examination of 15 independent studies conducted by Organ
and Lingl (1995) also confirmed that job satisfaction is one of the most
significant factors associated with the altruism dimension as opposed to
general compliance.
Intrinsic job satisfaction that takes into account the psychological
rewards related to an employee’s feeling of competence, individual worth
and simple happiness was intensely examined by Tang and Ibrahim
(1998). In their study comprised of American and Middle Eastern
employees, they found that the main influence of intrinsic job
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satisfaction can be observed in the OCB’s altruism dimension. By
questioning factors that encourage a sense of loyalty to organizations,
Bettencourt et al. (2001) claim that job satisfaction serves as the main
vehicle.
Through an examination of the literature, some hesitation and
doubt concerning the direct relationship between job satisfaction and
OCB is possible to detect (Robbins, 2001). For example, Schappe (1998)
refuses to acknowledge the relationship between job satisfaction and
OCB dimensions. Correspondingly, Moorman & Blakely (1995) question
the relationship between justice and OCB claiming that when justice is
employed as a control variable, the relationship declines and even
disappears. However, in Organ and Ryan’s (1995) study on employees
who worked in the American public sector, although they focused on the
same concept, contradictory results were found. As such, they argue that
whereas job satisfaction has a strong relationship, there is no indication
of a relationship between fairness and OCB.
Following an extensive review of the literature, to the extent that
TNP members are satisfied with their duties, they wish to reciprocate by
exercising high performance levels and creating a productive
environment in which colleagues voluntarily help one another without
expectations of material rewards. By choice, they search for ways to
develop and maintain ultimate performance in accordance with TNP
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goals and show contractual affective gestures as well as an eagerness to
build excellent relationships with other members. Through the
assistance of this positive emotional state, each member of the
organization is involved in voluntary helping behavior that enables them
to discover easy solutions to work-related concerns and to exert initiative
that strengthens organizational performance within their collective
character. By anticipating that an increase in the job satisfaction level of
TNP members will positively influence their OCB scores, the first
hypothesis is:
H1: There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when
controlling for the demographic variables of years of service,
assignment type, age, education, and gender.
Organizational Commitment and OCB
By focusing on the heterogeneous features of organizational
commitment, researchers have introduced various definitions. In general,
organizational commitment refers to the degree of an employee’s sense of
attachment to and involvement in organizations without having any
intention of quitting (Alotaibi, 2001; Greenberg & Baron, 2003; Mowday
et al., 1979; Robbins, 2001). More than a sense of losing faith in
identification and involvement, organizational commitment requires
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active participation in order to enhance the organization’s well-being
(Mowday et al., 1979).
According to Angle and Perry (1981), commitment can be described
within two constructs. Whereas value commitment refers to contributing
to organizational goals, commitment requires a strong intention to
maintain membership in the organization. O’Reilly and Chatman (1986)
further explain the concept by classifying commitment into compliance,
identification and internalization. Compliance commitment’s underlying
motive is the existence of high economical and social risks involved with
leaving from the organization. For example, the positive emotional state
of employees against their organization constructs the base for
identification commitment, and finally, internalization commitment refers
to norms that are internalized through a combination of individual and
common organizational values and goals.
In a three-dimensional typology that has drawn relatively more
attention from researchers, Allen and Meyer (1991) examined the
commitment concept within three groups: affective, continuance and
normative. Affective commitment that is emotional in nature (Mowday,
Porter, & Steers, 1982) requires the concrete acceptance of organizational
values and goals, a powerful desire to contribute more to the
organization’s well-being and strong aspirations to remain within the
organization (Allen & Meyer, 1991). By adopting tools from the social
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exchange theory, continuance commitment appears if there is an
exchange relationship between the employee and organization. In this
type of commitment, with the fear from being laid off, fired or losing
fringe benefits, employees identify themselves with their organizations
and are involved in organizational activities. Finally, normative
commitment refers to the ethical consideration in a social context that
forces employees to remain within the organization. In this case, motives
do not include emotional attachment to the organization or fear of losing
economical benefits, but rather moral obligations that force employees to
identify themselves with their organizations (Allen & Meyer, 1996).
Following Meyer and Allen’s (1991) typology, Balfour and Wechsler
(1994) introduced another three-dimensional categorization and
employed three new concepts: affiliation, identification and
internalization commitment. When attachment to the organization is
motivated by the presence of other colleagues in the same organization, it
is termed as an affiliation commitment, whereas if attachment occurs as
the result of trust to the organization as an entity, the commitment type
is known as identification commitment. Finally, internalization
commitment takes place when the main motives that encourage an
employee’s attachment to the organization stem from the acceptance of
organizational values and goals.
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Although there is strong support that indicates a relationship
between organizational commitment and OCB (Bolon, 1997; Meyer,
Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; Organ & Ryan, 1995; O’Reilly
& Chatman, 1986; Schappe, 1998), through a detailed literature review,
contradictory views may also be observed (Tansky, 1993; Williams &
Anderson, 1991). For example, whereas Schappe (1998) argues that
organizational commitment (OC) is one of the most influential predictors
through conducting regression analysis among three major determinants
of OCB (job satisfaction, organizational commitment and sense of
fairness), Williams and Anderson (1991) claim that any degree of
relationship between organizational commitment and OCB dimensions is
nonexistent.
In exploring the relationship between organizational commitment
and organizational citizenship behavior relating to their commitment
typology, O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) claim that there is a significant
relationship between self-reports of generalized compliance and the
identification dimension of commitment. According to these researchers,
an increase in the positive emotional state of employees for their
organization definitely influences citizenship behavior. In terms of the
commitment dimensions’ influence on extra-role compliance, O’Reilly and
Chatman (1986) argue that in addition to identification, the
internalization dimension has an effect on extra-role compliance
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behaviors by combining an employee’s individual values and common
organizational values.
According to Meyer et al. (2002), the influence of organizational
commitments on OCB varies depending on the type of dimension. Their
meta-analysis revealed that while affective commitment shows a
significant relationship with OCB’s altruism and compliance dimensions,
when compared to affective commitment, normative commitment appears
to have less of a link with those dimensions. Regarding continuance
commitment, Meyer and colleagues failed to find a relationship between
the continuance commitment and any dimensions of OCB.
By employing Meyer and Allen’s (1991) typology, Organ and Ryan
(1995) examine the relationship between types of organizational
commitment and OCB dimensions. As a result of their meta-analysis,
they identify a strong relationship between affective organizational
commitment and two dimensions of OCB, altruism and compliance.
According to Meyer and Allen (1991), an intense rise in the emotional
state of employees enhances their willingness to display discretionary
assistance towards particular employees who are in need and encourages
them to act in accordance with the organizational demands. Similarly,
Bolon’s (1997) study on organizational commitment’s influence on OCB
confirmed Organ and Ryan’s (1995) claims by revealing strong
connections between affective commitment and OCB.
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In light of detailed reviews, one can conclude that sense of
attachment by TNP members to their organization provides sufficient
potential to contribute to their organization’s achievement through
involvement in citizenship behavior. Members who are driven by a strong
sense of organizational commitment are more likely to demonstrate
discretionary behaviors that are directed toward the enhancement of
performance quantity and quality and service quality. As previously
discussed, this study attempts to reveal the relationship between
organizational commitment dimensions, more especially affective and
normative commitment, and OCB in a unique Turkish background. By
considering Turkey’s specific cultural perspective, organizational
commitment is expected to be one of the best predictors of OCB among
TNP members. By assuming that organizational commitment dimensions
have a relationship with OCB, a second set of hypotheses are generated:
H2a: There is a positive relationship between affective commitment
and organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees
when controlling for the demographic variables of years of
service, assignment type, age, education, and gender.
H2b: There is a positive relationship between normative commitment
and organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees
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when controlling for the demographic variables of years of
service, assignment type, age, education, and gender.
H2c: There is no relationship between continuance commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when
controlling for the demographic variables of years of service,
assignment type, age, education, and gender.
H2d: Affective commitment has a greater effect on organizational
citizenship behavior than normative commitment among TNP
employees when controlling for the demographic variables of
years of service, assignment type, age, education, and gender.
Organizational Justice and OCB
In referring to the fairness perception regarding employee relations
within the organization, “organizational justice” was introduced by
Greenberg (1987). Three major perspectives, namely procedural,
interactional and distributive justice were also introduced in order to
specify the organizational justice concept. The concept derives its roots
from the principles of Adams’ (1965) equity theory. The underlying
assumption of equity theory depends on the perception of fairness in
terms of the employee’s own and other coworkers’ input and output
ratios (Allen & White, 2002; Carrell & Dittrich, 1978).
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Distributive justice refers to methods that are used to allocate
outcomes among employees by assuming that perceived negative
unfairness makes them feel angry, and positive unfairness produces a
feeling of guilt (Greenberg & Baron, 2003). Williams (1999) emphasizes
that these feelings produce differing types of consequences. The feeling of
anger motivates employees to be less productive and less satisfied due to
underpayment conditions. However, the strain resulting from guilt will
motivate employees to be more productive but still less satisfied due to
overpayment conditions. The context of distributive justice includes not
only payment and other material expenses, but also work-related
opportunities, namely promotions, career and acquiring a professional
title (Greenberg, 1987).
The term “procedural justice” was first used by Thibaut and
Walker (1975) to indicate the procedures of resource allocation among
employees. Greenberg and Baron (2003) defined the term as a procedural
process that is used to decide outcome allocation. Employees expect
equal distribution of the outcomes they receive, yet they want the
fairness of the procedures applied to determine the method of allocating
rewards (Williams, 1999). Greenberg (1990) identified the components of
procedural justice as the existence or nonexistence of distribution
procedures, the participation in decisional control mechanisms and the
explanation of formal procedures.
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According to Leventhal (1980), in an effort to assure the health of
procedural justice, the process must possess principles including having
no prejudice and being representative, ethical, correctable, consistent,
and accurate. Leventhal (1980) also claims that procedures which
prevent decision makers from following only their self-interests should
not change according to the specific time and people. In addition, they
should include accurate information, and this information should be
corrected if a special need arises through the process. Moreover, the
procedural process should mirror the accurate values of the organization
and its members. Finally, procedures should comply with the ethical
regulations and should not violate moral values.
Besides the received outcome and implementation procedure,
interpersonal treatment is also among the major components of
organizational justice. Interactional justice, introduced by Bies and Moag
(1986), refers to the perception of equality vis-à-vis interpersonal
treatment with respect to the procedural process and outcome allocation
(Greenberg & Baron, 2003). In an effort to assure efficiency and
effectiveness of treatment among employees and prevent decision makers
from involving themselves in unfair treatment, interactional justice
requires authority to demonstrate proper treatment and appropriate flow
of communication when the existence of important information is the
case (Bies & Moag, 1986). In addition, interactional justice examines the
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way procedural justice approaches the reactions of employees to each
other and serves to improve perceptions of fair treatment by placing
emphasis on the excellence of interpersonal actions of employees with
each other (Williams, 1999).
Interactional justice is the only organizational justice type that is
labeled in various manners, even though researchers all emphasize the
same core points. Some examine interactional justice within two different
dimensional structures of procedural justice: informational and
interpersonal justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Blader, 2000). While
informational justice refers to fairness of information flow through the
determination of procedures and allocation of outcomes, interpersonal
justice includes equal and fair treatment among employees. By adopting
a similar perspective, Ambrose (2002) examined procedural and
informational justice as system-focused justice while distributive and
interpersonal justices are labeled as person-focused justice.
Identifying organizational justice as one of the most influencing
factors on OCB, Organ (1990) claims that employees tend to demonstrate
more OCB in response to the existence of fairness and equality in the
organization, and many researchers recognize organizational justice’s
role in enhancing OCB (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Lind & Early, 1991;
Moorman et al., 1998; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Organ & Konovsky,
1989; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Williams et al., 2002).
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In their study that examines attitudinal and dispositional
behavioral patterns as determinants of OCB, Organ and Ryan (1995)
claim that the sense of fairness in organizations emerges as one of the
best predictors of OCB. Similarly, Williams et al. (2002) indicate the
importance of the pivotal role played by organizational justice in creating
OCB within an organization.
According to Organ (1988), the theoretical basis of organizational
justice and OCB’s relationship relies on the principles of social exchange
theory. Because social exchange theory requires mutual interaction, in
response to fair treatment by the organization, employees display more
extra-role behaviors. Similarly, after drawing from the tools of social
exchange theory, Moorman (1991) claim that there is a strong
relationship between procedural justice and OCB dimensions. Although
not all dimensions enhance OCB, four including altruism,
conscientiousness, civic virtue, and sportsmanship demonstrate strong
relationships with procedural justice. Moorman’s (1991) study of two
Midwestern companies failed to reveal any relationship between
procedural justice and the courtesy dimension of OCB. By employing
Williams and Anderson’s (1991) two-dimensional OCB structures, LePine
et al. (2002) scrutinize the relationship between organizational justice
and OCB in their meta-analysis. They conclude that whereas OCBI has a
relationship with altruism and the courtesy dimension of OCB, OCBO
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demonstrates connections with civic virtue, conscientiousness and
sportsmanship.
Another study that examined organizational justice and OCB
relationships in light of the social exchange theory is that of Organ and
Konovsky (1989). They argue that if the degree of fairness received by an
employee increase, as hypothesized by the social exchange theory, the
degree of an employee’s OCB score will also more likely increase.
However, if the subordinates’ dominant perceptions of fairness practices
are negative, their point of view will shift from the social exchange to the
economic exchange perspective which decreases the OCB scores of
employees (Alotaibi, 2001).
Some researchers examined the mediating role of other behavioral
patterns of relationships between organizational justice and OCB. For
example, in their study on hospital employees, Niehoff and Moorman
(1993) reveal the mediating positive role of trust on the relationship
between organizational justice and OCB. Subsequently, Konovsky and
Pugh (1994) observe that the relationship between procedural justice and
OCB was mediated by the organizational trust perception. Similarly, the
mediating role of social exchange on interactional justice and OCBO
interaction was demonstrated by Rupp and Cropanzano (2002).
As confirmed from the profound literature review, the influences of
organizational justice on OCB are evident. However, it is not clear that all
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types of organizational justice have an influence on OCB or to what
extent the influence of different forms of organizational justice on OCB
varies according to their unique features.
In light of the existing literature that reveals a strong influence of
distributive and procedural justice dimensions on most of the OCB
dimensions, this research postulates a third set of hypotheses:
H3a: There is a positive relationship between distributive justice and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when
controlling for the demographic variables of years of service,
assignment type, age, education, and gender.
H3b: There is a positive relationship between procedural justice and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when
controlling for the demographic variables of years of service,
assignment type, age, education, and gender).
H3c: There is no relationship between interactional justice and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when
controlling for the demographic variables of years of service,
assignment type, age, education, and gender.
H3d: Distributive justice has a greater effect on organizational
citizenship behavior than procedural justice among TNP
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employees when controlling for the demographic variables of
years of service, assignment type, age, education, and gender.
Hypothesis for Comparison of Results between Police Regions
As discussed before, the Turkish National Police is composed of
central and local organizations. Local Police organizations are classified
under two police regions. Each of these regions is divided into provinces,
districts, and sub-regions. In total, there are eighty-one (81) Provincial
Security Departments in the TNP. Fifty-two (52) of them are in Region I
and twenty-nine (29) of them are in Region II. (The list for Local Police
Departments according to their regions is attached in Appendix 2). This
study also suggests a set of hypotheses on the comparison of TNP
employees’ sense of OCB and major attitudinal factors between two
police regions, namely Region I and Region II.
H4a: In region I cities, job satisfaction has a greater effect on
organizational citizenship behavior than in Region II cities.
H4b: In region I cities, organizational commitment has a greater
effect on organizational citizenship behavior than in Region II
cities.
H4c: In region I cities, organizational justice has a greater effect on
organizational citizenship behavior than in Region II cities.

CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, justification for selection of the independent,
control and dependent variables is discussed followed by the analytical
framework, research hypotheses, population and sampling, level of
measurement, data collection, research procedure, and instrumentation
(Nachmias & Nachmias, 2000). In the analysis, the data are evaluated to
address each research question.
Variables
Because the dependent variable, OCB, is multifaceted in nature,
there are various factors that influence its scores. To deal with the
challenges that stem from OCB’s complex nature, the researcher clarifies
how an individual’s extra-role behaviors can be identified through fewer
variables in which all parts fit together and complement each other. More
specifically, rather than attempting to include numerous variables that
explain OCB, three major attitudinal factors, Job Satisfaction,
Organizational Commitment and Organizational Justice, will be used as
independent variables.
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Dependent Variable
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)
Organizational Citizenship Behavior is pivotal in predicting and
restoring performance-related issues which have been demonstrated by
revealing the close linkage between OCB and major work-related
attitudes (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Konovsky & Folger, 1991; Moorman,
1993; Moorman, Niehoff & Organ, 1993; Organ, 1988; Organ &
Konovsky, 1989; Organ & Ryan (1995); Schappe, 1998; Tansky, 1993;
Van Dyne et al., 1995; Williams & Anderson, 1991).
Although the literature verifies the existence of other attitudinal
dynamics that enhance organizational performance, OCB’s importance
stems from its emphasis on extra-role behaviors. In other words, while
attitudinal concepts including satisfaction, involvement, demographic
predictors, commitment, leadership styles, and fairness practices focus
chiefly on role behaviors, OCB adopts another position and concentrates
on extra-role behaviors. Consequently, from a theoretical and practical
perspective, the roots of OCB depend on different structural bases rather
than similar attitudinal concepts.
As a result of the challenging and competitive nature of today’s
business environment, encouraging employees to appropriately fulfill
only their role behaviors may not yield additional values that can assist
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organizations in taking advantage of their competitors. However, OCB’s
productive perspective of voluntary and discretionary employee behaviors
adds extra value. Organizations that prefer to a more productive work
environment should pay close attention to their employees’ OCB scores.
By considering these concerns, in an attempt to develop a more
active approach for TNP’s performance management, OCB is employed as
the dependent variable. Hence, the dimensions of OCB that embrace an
organization’s inclusion of more volunteer behaviors rather than simply
contractual obligations will be revealed through a survey administered to
TNP members from two diverse police regions of Turkey.
Independent Variables
Job Satisfaction, Commitment, and Justice
Although researchers prefer to use various approaches in
examining OCB’s determinant variables, the four regarded as building
blocks include individual characteristics, organizational traits, typical
features of assigned tasks, and leaders’ distinctive management patterns
(Podsakoff et al., 2000). From a more relative contextual standpoint,
George and Jones (1997) adopt another category in which three groups of
factors are offered as the most influential dynamics. While individual
factors include role definitions and capabilities, group level factors
require a member’s involvement of general standards and goals. Finally,
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organizational factors require attention to the organization’s domestic
environment and specifically focus on the design and structure as well as
the adaptation of organizational policies and appraisal systems.
With respect to the explanation offered by Podsakoff and colleagues
(2000), since employee characteristics are viewed as OCB’s most
important elements, by recognizing their importance, early researchers
emphasized two main types of individual characteristics: general affective
factors and dispositional factors. General affective factors that directly
influence OCB include attitudinal patterns of employee job satisfaction,
justice perception, organizational commitment, and various leadership
prototypes, whereas dispositional factors are comprised of an individual’s
character-related behaviors, namely cordiality, conscientiousness,
affectivity, and other regulatory perceptions between employees and
managers (Podsakoff et al. 2000). In addition, demographic factors
including age, experience, gender, and education level, for example, are
thought to be related to OCB. However, empirical studies produce gray
areas that, to some extent, cast doubt on the relationship between
demographic factors and OCB.
In addition to employee characteristics, tasks and organizational
characteristics play a pivotal role in OCB’s creation. According to
Podsakoff et al. (2000), the interaction between proper organizational
design and prolific task prototypes has the potential to enhance OCB.
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However, while examining the antecedents of OCB in earlier studies,
tasks and organizational characteristics were neglected resulting in more
attention directed toward individual characteristics and leadership
behaviors (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983). Comparable to
the increase in leadership studies, researchers began to focus more
frequently on other important influencing factors including tasks and
organizational characteristics (Podsakoff et al., 2000).
As discussed in the literature review, major individual
characteristics will be selected as independent variables for specific
reasons. First, in revealing the relationship between individual
characteristics and OCB, the most common attitudinal factors−job
satisfaction, organizational commitment and organizational justice− are
employed due to their direct and stronger influences on the different
dimensions of OCB. Secondly, by considering the unique nature of
Turkey’s culture, this researcher regards individual characteristics as the
key element common to Turkish police officers because their personality
is assumed to be the most the obvious indicators of OCB. Finally, job
satisfaction, organizational commitment and organizational justice are
believed to be the most important determinants that enhance employee
performance by means of promoting extra-role behaviors toward a
positive direction.
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By revealing the connection between major attitudinal factors and
OCB dimensions, this research will clarify maintaining high performance
levels by applying beneficial tools pertaining to the most common
attitudinal settings. As shown in Figure 2, the relationship between OCB
and its influencing factors is described consistent with the existing
literature:

Figure 2
Relationship between OCB and Main Attitudinal Factors
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT
• AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT
• CONTINUANCE COMMITMENT
• NORMATIVE COMMITMENT

JOB SATISFACTION

ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE
• DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE
• PROCEDURAL JUSTICE
• INTERACTIONAL JUSTICE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE
ORGANIZATIONAL
CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR
• ALTRUSIM
• CONSCIENTIOUSNESS
• SPORTSMANSHIP
• COURTESY
• CIVIC VIRTUE
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Control Variables
Control variables are necessary in preventing exaggerated
influences of independent variables on the dependent variable. In
accordance with the literature review, as control variables, this research
uses factors that are thought to influence the relationship between
dependent and independent variables. As shown in Table 1, control
variables are comprised of gender, educational level, years of service, and
type of assignment of TNP members.
Table 1 offers a profile of the TNP members. The vast majority (94
percent) of the TNP members are male. Most (49 percent) have two years
of higher education. Almost a third (32.7 percent) has been employed for
11-15 years. Over 80 percent are employed in two assignment types;
traffic units (41.94 percent) and Judicial and Preventive Units (41.11
percent).
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Table 1
Demographic Profile of TNP Members
Employee Demographics

Number of Employees

Percentage of Employees

11157
174794
185951

6
94
100

1971
51044
91469
37
41374
56
185951

1.06
27.45
49.19
0.02
22.25
0.03
100

41861
39080
60823
19831
17709
6647
185951

22.5
21.1
32.7
10.6
9.5
3.6
100

77988
76444
12329
9149
5169
2492
2380
185951

41.94
41.11
6.63
4.92
2.78
1.34
1.28
100

GENDER
Female
Male
N
EDUCATION
Secondary School
High School
2 years Higher Education
3 Years Higher Education
4 Years Higher Education
5 Years Higher Education
N
YEARS OF EMPLOYMENT
0 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
16 to 20 years
21 to 25 years
Over 26 Years
N
ASSIGNMENT TYPE
Traffic Units
Judicial and Preventive Units
Crime Scene Investigation Units
Communication Units
Information Technology Units
Criminal Laboratory Units
Other Units
N

Source: Department of Strategy Development−TNP (2007).
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Evaluating Validity and Reliability
Validity
Validity and reliability are two important components to consider
in the research design. According to Bernard (2000), to ensure the level
of accuracy and precision of the research components, validity is
regarded as the most important mechanism. Bernard (2000) refers to
three concepts as (a) validity of instruments, (b) validity of data, and (c)
validity of research findings. Accordingly, validity does not deal solely
with the research instrument but also relates to the data processing
phase and interpretation of findings that are derived as a result of
employing valid instruments.
With respect to the instrument’s validity, Bernard (2000) indicates
the extent to which the operationalized variable measures the concept
that it intends to measure. In other words, according to O’Sullivan et al.
(2003), validity is the correspondence between the concepts and the
actual measurements. The validity of data depends on the strength of the
research instruments and is ensured when it includes data that have an
adequate level of accuracy. However, having valid instruments and data
are still not enough to ensure overall validity; the study also requires
that an accurate conclusion is yielded regarding the research variables
(Bernard, 2000).
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According to O’Sullivan and colleagues (2003), while internal
validity refers to the influence that independent variables have on the
dependent variable, external validity refers to the generalization of the
researcher’s findings. Threats to internal validity include history,
maturation, statistical regression, selection, experimental mortality
(attrition), testing, instrumentation, and design contamination, whereas
threats to external validity include unique program features, effects of
selection, setting, history, testing, and experimental arrangements
(O’Sullivan et al., 2003).
In general, there are four types of validity: (a) face validity, (b)
content validity, (c) construct validity, and (d) criterion validity. Face
validity examines the subjective assessment of whether or not
operational indicators (i.e., survey items) can adequately measure the
concept that researchers want to measure (Bernard, 2000; Nachmias &
Nachmias, 2000). In this study, to measure the relationship between
OCB and major attitudinal factors, measurement scales were obtained by
a thorough search of the literature that represented a similar construct.
In other words, rather than creating a new measurement scale, the
researcher adopted a very similar one from earlier literature. Threats to
validity were minimized by employing similar measurement scales in
which the appropriateness was confirmed by previous research.
Additionally, simple random sampling ensured that the population was
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adequately sampled by the measuring instrument. The random sampling
process also contributed to this study’s validity.
Content validity indicates that the measurement instrumentation
includes all aspects of the concept that the researcher intends to
measure (Nachmias & Nachmias, 2000). To achieve content validity,
instrumentation of the study should employ a systematic procedure to
ensure an adequate contention for the measurement of all relevant
dimensions of the construct (O’Sullivan et al., 2003). Additionally, a valid
measurement scale should include a broad knowledge of all these areas
to ensure that the study reveals high content validity. In this study,
providing content validity was not an easy task given that it was
conducted in a multidimensional Turkish cultural context. To assess
citizenship behavior perceptions among TNP members, the researcher
should possess an adequate level of knowledge regarding Turkey’s
cultural background, language, religion, and socioeconomic and political
context. In this study, ambiguous items and inappropriate expressions
stemming from cultural differences were modified without making any
structural changes. The researcher took the Turkish culture and social,
political, and economic contexts into consideration in order to assure
cultural acceptance and appropriateness of the study’s design and
instrumentation.
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Construct validity focuses on measures of theoretical construct
and examines the extent of results that are gathered when employing the
instrument (Nachmias & Nachmias, 2000). Further, construct validity is
used to reveal the appropriateness between the concept that the
researcher intends to measure and the actual results of the
measurement (Bernard, 2000). In this study, the researcher examined
the relationship between OCB and major attitudinal factors by using a
questionnaire and tested the hypotheses through asking questions
relevant to the attitudes, behaviors, and perceptions of TNP employees.
By doing so, the researcher measured the independent variables of
satisfaction, commitment, and fairness to the dependent variable,
citizenship behavior. The employed measurement scales of major
attitudinal factors were used to consistently measure all relevant aspects
of the citizenship concept rather than limited dimensions of the concept.
According to Goodwin (1997), when a study reveals that the
produced results of the measurement scale can find adequate support by
the outcomes of other studies’ measurement scales, we can state that
there is high criterion validity. In this study, the results of previous
measurement scales used in other studies served as criteria that are
valid, consistent, applicable, and free from prejudice.
Correlation coefficient is a term used to express the evidence of
criterion validity that includes Pearson’s R, r, and zero order correlation

92

coefficients (O’Sullivan et al., 2003) and measures the linear correlation
between two interval variables and the strength of the association
between these variables (Bernard, 2000; Nachmias & Nachmias, 2000).
Correlation coefficient values of r vary from -1.00 to +1.00. In other
words, where the correlation of r is equal to 1.00, this indicates that a
high result on one measurement scale is related to a high result on the
other measurement scales. If r is equal to -1.00, this indicates a reverse
relationship that shows a high score on one measurement scale is related
to a low result on the other measurement scales. Finally, 0.00 refers to
no linear relationship between the measurement scales. Without
considering the direction of r, the value indicates the strength of the
association. In other words, whether positive or negative, the closer the
value of r is to 1.00 or -1.00, the stronger the relationship (O’Sullivan et
al., 2003). If the criterion validity requires making a correct measurement
on some future behaviors and attitudes, this is labeled as predictive
validity. On the other hand, when the criterion validity includes current
behaviors and attitudes that collect and compare two different
measurement scales at one time, this is referred to as concurrent validity
(O’Sullivan et al., 2003).
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Reliability
Reliability refers to the ability of the consistency of measurement
results dependent upon the time, place, and method of data collection
(O’Sullivan et al., 2003). According to Nachmias and Nachmias (2000),
reliability indicates that correct measurements have been made between
the assumed components (true and error) of the study in order to reveal
differences among subjects and indicates the stability and accuracy level
of the measurement results by measuring the degree of random error
related to measurement instruments (O’Sullivan et al., 2003). A reliable
measurement scale can be applied to other measurement settings and
produce the same consistent results by providing the percentage of the
variance amount between the true component of the study and total
variance (Nachmias & Nachmias, 2000). For example, the reliable
measurement scale provides the same performance each time since it
depends on a consistent measuring instrument and generalizable data.
According to Nachmias and Nachmias, the reliability measurement
ranges from 0.0 to 1.0, whereas 0.0 indicates the measurement that
includes error, and 1.0 occurs if the measurement is free from error.
Goodwin (1997) and O’Sullivan et al. (2003) argue that reliability
dimensions can be classified into stability, equivalence, and internal
consistency types. The study is stable if the research subjects can
achieve similar outcomes when they are given the same measurement
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instruments more than one time. This type of dimension provides
advantages for situations when variables are expected to remain the
same over time (Goodwin, 1997; O’Sullivan et al., 2003).
There are two different assumptions relevant to the equivalence
dimension of reliability. The first one refers to the use of multiple
investigators who assign the same items to measure the same concept.
The second assumption indicates the existence of evidence that ensures
production of the same results when multiple versions of a measurement
instrument are applied to the same concept (O’Sullivan et al., 2003). The
researcher must obtain the same results when different participants take
the same measurement items or when the same participants take the
same measurement items at another time (Goodwin, 1997; O’Sullivan et
al., 2003).
Are measurement items relevant to what the researcher is
studying? The researcher should gather evidence of the internal
consistency dimension of reliability to answer this question. More
specifically, each scale item should measure the same concept in a
reliable study, and these items should be highly consistent with each
other (O’Sullivan et al., 2003).
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Validity and Reliability Values of the Variables
Organizational Citizenship Behavior
Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) organizational citizenship behavior
measurement scale was created to measure related dimensions of
employees’ discretionary and voluntary extra work efforts. The scale
includes five dimensions of organizational citizenship behaviors: altruism
(5 items), conscientiousness (5 items), sportsmanship (5 items), courtesy
(5 items), and civic virtue (4 items).
Altruism refers to employees’ discretionary and voluntary helping
behaviors directed toward other coworkers with a coefficient alpha level
ranging from .67 to .91. The level was detected as .86 by Hui, Lam, and
Law (2000), .89 by Organ and Konovsky, (1989), and .91 by Smith et al.
(1983). The second dimension, conscientiousness, refers to employees’
additional efforts that extend the standard requirement of role behaviors,
and its coefficient alpha level is .79 (Fields, 2002). Sportsmanship
emphasizes tolerating and showing endurance against the consequences
of negative working conditions with a coefficient alpha level ranging
between .76 and .89 (Fields, 2002). The fourth dimension, courtesy,
includes practical helping initiatives for work-related problems directed
toward other employees who plan to become involved in organizational
tasks and duties that require initial notices and information. The
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coefficient alpha level for courtesy is between .69 and .86 (Fields, 2002).
Finally, civic virtue refers to participating in organizational life that
shapes political preferences and has a coefficient alpha level ranging
from .66 to .90 (Fields, 2002). Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) five dimensional
organizational citizenship behavior measurement scale appears to be an
adequately reliable and valid construct that can address to the important
elements of extra employee role behaviors.
Job Satisfaction
Hackman and Oldham’s 14-item Job Diagnostic Survey includes
24 items related to job characteristics, employees’ emotional states, and
satisfaction level. The survey was subjected to several reliability tests in
order to ensure the instrument’s reliability and validity. The findings
demonstrated that the job satisfaction measurement scale’s coefficient
alpha values range from .80 to .89. It was detected as .80 by Bilgic
(1998), .88 by Ozyurt et al. (1994), and .89 by Eker et al. (1991).
Consequently, Hackman and Oldham’s job satisfaction measurement
scale emerged as an adequately reliable and valid construct that can
address problems related to organizational performance.
Organizational Commitment
The affective, normative, and continuance commitment
measurement scale that each contain eight items, respectfully, was
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originally created by Meyer and Allen (1987) and has been subjected to
several reliability and validity tests. For example, the three dimensional
construct was confirmed by Dunham et al. (1994) and Hackett et al.
(1994). In addition, Cohen’s (1999) confirmatory factor analysis not only
supported the three components of organizational commitment but
detailed the construct by explaining continuance commitment into two
distinct sub-scales.
The reliability level ranges from .77 to .90 for affective commitment
that underlines the importance of an employee’s emotional attachment to
an organization, involvement in organizational activities, and
identification with the organization. The coefficient alpha level for
affective commitment was detected as .87 by Allen and Meyer (1990), .87
by Dunham et al. (1994), .85 by Clugston et al. (2000), .79 by Cohen
(1996), and .90 by Shore and Tetric (1991). The normative commitment
measurement scale’s coefficient alpha values range from .65 to .85., and
was detected as .79 by Allen and Meyer (1990), .78 by Dunham et al.
(1994), .65 by Cohen (1996), and .85 by Meyer, Irving, and Allen (1998).
Finally, the coefficient alpha level ranges from .69 to .84 for continuance
commitment that refers to the likelihood of facing negative consequences
of leaving the organization and was detected as .75 by Allen and Meyer
(1990), .69 by Cohen (1996), and .81 by Dunham et al. (1994).
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Organizational Justice
Dimensions of perceived organizational justice were measured in
three ways using distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. In
terms of distributive justice, the researcher employed Price and Mueller’s
(1986) Distributive Justice Index and included six items that question
the degree of justice for distribution of organizational sources by
considering employee responsibilities, education, experiences, and
performance. Price and Mueller’s distributive justice scale has been
subjected to several reliability tests in order to ensure the instrument’s
reliability and validity. For example, its coefficient alpha values were
detected as .98 by Moorman, Blakely, and Niehoff (1998) and .74 by
Niehoff and Moorman (1993).
In terms of procedural justice, this researcher used Sweeney and
McFarlin’s (1997) 13-item measurement scale designed to determine to
what degree the respondent believes that the organization adopts
procedural justice with respect to fairness of organizational resources.
The coefficient alpha level was detected as .85 by Moorman et al. (1998)
and .84 by Sweeney and McFarlin (1997).
Finally, to measure interactional justice, this researcher utilized
Niehoff and Moorman’ s (1993) 9-item scale that focuses on the degree of
employees’ perception regarding whether their thoughts and needs are
considered through making job decisions. Interactional justice

99

measurement scale’s coefficient alpha values were detected as .92 by
Niehoff and Moorman, (1993) and .98 by Moorman et al. (1998). In
general, the reliability and validity test results of organizational justice
types confirm that both the validity and reliability level of the items are
acceptable.
Analytical Framework
This study is a typical example of multi-level research given that it
gathers and summarizes individual level data to operationalize
organizational level constructs. This research use the cross-sectional
design that collects data representing a set of individuals, in this case
TNP members, at a certain point in time. As a data collection method,
exploring the relationship between major attitudinal factors−OC, JS, and
OJ−and OCB are measured through an employee survey questionnaire to
determine the collective perceptions of TNP members.
Population and Sampling
The population for this research is comprised of the entire active
police officer force of the TNP that currently consists of approximately
185,951 members. The unit of analysis that the researcher intends to
measure includes individual police officers in the TNP who are working in
four major Turkish cities, Istanbul, Ankara, Diyarbakır, and Malatya.
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Through selection of a sampling type, this research takes the TNP’s
personnel deployment policy into consideration. With its strictly
centralized structure, the TNP is the only police organization in Turkey
and is composed of both a central and a provincial organization. While
the General Directorate of Security central organization serves as the
main headquarters, the provincial organization consists of 81 security
city police departments that function as regional headquarters. TNP
members are randomly assigned to these 81 cities that are categorized
under two regions according to their security needs and socioeconomic
status. Since there is no optional deployment system, each TNP member
must be deployed to one of these regions on a rotation basis. More
specifically, because of compulsory deployment, there is constant
personnel rotation among these two regions.
To ensure representation and to make a comparison between these
two regions, this research collects data from the police personnel
department’s city records of Istanbul, Ankara, Malatya, and Diyarbakır.
While Istanbul and Ankara represent Region I’s western cities, Malatya
and Diyarbakır are examples of Region II’s eastern cities. The police
personnel department records are used as a sampling frame that includes
a listing of all TNP members.
Sample cities display relatively different characteristics as
exemplified by Istanbul. Founded in the 7th century BC, Istanbul is
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Turkey’s largest city with a population of over 12 million as of 2008
(Turkish National Statistic Organization, 2009). As one of the largest
metropolitan areas of Europe, various ethnic communities including
Greek, Armenian and Jewish live together. Further, Istanbul is the main
commercial and cultural center of Turkey. Currently, the largest police
population is located in Istanbul where a total of 30,067 officers serve the
city as depicted in Table 2. In proportion to the entire city population,
there is one police officer for every 415 inhabitants (Department of
Personnel−TNP, 2007).
Table 2
Sampling Frame

Location of City Police

Number of Employees

Sample Size

ISTANBUL

30067

380

ANKARA

13525

374

DIYARBAKIR

4159

352

MALATYA

1984

322

49735

1428

TOTAL

Source: Department of Personnel−TNP, (2007).

Ankara, the capital city of Turkey, is located in Central Anatolia.
With a population of 4,548,939, it is the second largest city in Turkey
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after Istanbul (Turkish National Statistic Organization, 2009). In addition
to being a center in which politicians, administrators and civil servants
reside, Ankara is also the chief commercial and industrial center of
Central Anatolia. The Turkish National Police headquarters are also
situated in Ankara, and the number of police officers total 13,525 as
shown Table 2. The ratio of police officers to the entire city population is
1:336 or one officer for every 336 people (Department of Personnel−TNP,
2007).
Diyarbakır, the second largest city in the region, is situated in
Southeastern Anatolia with a dominant Kurdish population of 1,492,828
(Turkish National Statistic Organization, 2009). There are 4,159 police
officers who serve Diyarbakır, and their proportion to entire population is
one officer for every 363 residents (see Table 2) (Department of
Personnel−TNP, 2007).
Malatya, the largest agricultural and industrial center of Eastern
Anatolia, is situated along one of the most important junctions of
Turkey’s road and rail network. The city serves as a connector that links
Eastern provinces to the Western cities. With a population of 733,789
(Turkish National Statistic Organization, 2009), there are currently 1,984
police officers who serve in Malatya, with a ratio of police officers to the
entire population being 1to 370 (refer to Table 2) (Department of
Personnel−TNP, 2007).
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These cities were selected for specific reasons. First, they represent
two different geographical police regions with Istanbul and Ankara
representing Region I, and Diyarbakır and Malatya representing Region II.
Second, these cities show unique characteristics with respect to their
security needs and socioeconomic status. Finally, these cities are highly
populated and the most developed areas in their region.
A probability sampling was employed using the following process.
First, all members of the four city police organizations is labeled
consecutively from the required zero to one. Next, a random table number
is pointed out by the researcher, and then the researcher matches a
selected number with the population’s police officer’s label identification
number. If the chosen number is matched with an officer who has already
been selected, the process is repeated until a determined number of
police officers are selected from each personnel department’s list in the
four major cities.
By taking into account the confidence interval and confidence level
criteria, the current sample size is determined by employing a 95 percent
confidence level and a 5 percent confidence interval. In the final analysis,
sample sizes that are drawn from each sampling frame are depicted in
Table 2 as shown above.
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Level of Measurement
Level of measurement refers to the process of assigning values in
order to measure underlying characteristics (O’Sullivan et al., 2003). This
process requires specific scales of individual judgment in which a set of
carefully chosen statements or questions are designed in a particular
manner that can measure basic traits and provide practical and rational
descriptions.
Because individual behaviors acquire their roots from specific
human attitudes, measuring them is not an easy task that can be
achieved through simple physical observation (Ozgüven, 1994). In an
attempt to cope with this situation, measurement scales that assess the
attitude degree of individuals have been introduced by various scholars.
Three of these scales, the Thrustone Scale, Guttman Scale and Likert
Scale, are regarded as the most renowned.
According to Tittle and Hill (1967), the most popular type of social
science scale designed to measure an individual’s attitude is the Likert
scale that includes items in which response levels are arranged parallel
to each other. These items also require anchored verbal expressions in
the form of a symmetrical construct where agreement and disagreement
are located at both ends with neutral positioned in the middle. The
typical Likert scale is a five-point system although it is possible to use 7,
9 or 11 point systems through different wording. In comparison to other
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measurement scales, the Likert scale has some advantages, for example,
being easy and enjoyable to complete (Dumas, 1999), leading to
consistent answers and averaging each one across a number of items
(Likert, 1932), and having an adequate level of reliability and validity
(Maurer & Andrews, 2000).
By taking into account these concerns, this research employs the
Likert Scale that includes numerous statements relevant to employee
attitudes related to OCB, Job Satisfaction (JS), Organizational
Commitment (OC), and Organizational Justice (OJ). Members of the TNP
were asked to state whether they agree or disagree with each of the
statements, using a five-point scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree,
3=No Opinion, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly Agree). Although the scale’s
reliability increases when employing as many choices as possible, this
research prefers to use the five-point response rate system because of its
simple construction and high reliability level.
To improve reliability and prevent bias, there are equal numbers of
favorable and unfavorable alternatives. For example, the first choice is a
negative extreme point (strongly disagree) and ends with a positive
extreme point (strongly agree). In addition, to prevent forcing
respondents from selecting one of two possible answers that decrease the
scale’s reliability, a non-forced option is included as a “no opinion”
response.
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior
The scale length for the OCB scale is not an issue for this study
because reducing the number of items can negatively affects the validity
of the study. There is no modification with respect to OCB scale length.
To measure OCB, this research uses Podsakoff et al.’s (1990)
measurement scale by making minor modifications in the wording. The
five dimensions of OCB (altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship,
courtesy, and civic virtue) are measured by a 24-item OCB scale:
altruism (1, 2, 3, 4, 5), conscientiousness (6, 7, 8, 9, 10), sportsmanship
(11, 12, 13, 14, 15), courtesy (16, 17, 18, 19, 20), and civic virtue (21,
22, 23 and 24). Again, these items are measured by a five-point Likert
type scales ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The higher
the score obtained from this scale, the higher the OCB score.
For ease of interpretation, all five of the sportsmanship items (11,
12, 13, 14, and 15) are reverse scored. The initial (R) indicates a reverse
scored items. Scores on those items will reflect as 1=5, 2=4, and 3=3.
Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) 24-item measurement scale includes the
following items:
Altruism
1- I help others who have been absent.
2- I help others who have heavy workloads.
3- I help orient new people even though it is not required.
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4- I willingly help others who have work-related problems.
5- I am always ready to lend a helping hand to those around me.
Conscientiousness
1- Attendance at work is above the norm for me.
2- I do not take extra breaks.
3- I obey company rules and regulations even when no one is
watching.
4- I’m one of most conscientious employees.
5- I believe in giving an honest day’s work for an honest day’s pay.
Sportsmanship
1- I consume a lot of time complaining about trivial matters. (R)
2- I always focus on what’s wrong rather than the positive side. (R)
3- I tend to make “mountains out of molehills”. (R)
4- I always find fault with what the organization is doing. (R)
5- I am the classic “squeaky wheel” that always needs greasing. (R)
Courtesy
1- I take steps to try to prevent problems with other workers.
2- I am mindful of how my behavior affects other people’s job.
3- I do not abuse the rights of others.
4- I try to avoid creating problems for workers.
5- I consider the impact of his/her actions on coworkers.
Civic virtue
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1- I attend meetings that are not mandatory, but are considered.
2- I attend functions that are not required, but help the company
image.
3- I keep abreast of changes in the organization.
4- I read and keep up with organizational announcements, memos,
and so on.
Job Satisfaction
In this study, there is no modification with respect to reducing the
Job Satisfaction scale. Hackman and Oldham’s (1975) Job Diagnostic
Survey (JDS) that included a 14-item scale to measure job satisfaction
are used in this research to assess the job satisfaction level by TNP
employees. The format for the items is five-Point Likert-type scales
ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The higher the score
obtained from this scale, the higher the JS score. Hackman and
Oldham’s (1975) Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) 14-item measurement
scale includes following items:
1- I am satisfied with the amount of job security I have.
2- I am satisfied with the amount of pay and fringe benefits I
receive.
3- I am satisfied with the amount of personal growth and
development I get in doing my job.
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4- I am satisfied with the people I talk to and work with on my job.
5- I am satisfied with the degree of respect and fair treatment I
receive from my supervisor.
6- I am satisfied with the feeling of worthwhile accomplishment I
get from doing my job.
7- I am satisfied with the chance to get to know other people while
on the job.
8- I am satisfied with the amount of support and guidance I receive
from my supervisor.
9- I am satisfied with the degree to which I am fairly paid for what I
contribute to this organization.
10- I am satisfied with the amount of independent thought and
action I can exercise in my job.
11- I am satisfied with how secure things look for me in the future
in this organization.
12- I am satisfied with the chance to help other people while at
work.
13- I am satisfied with the amount of challenge in my job.
14- I am satisfied with the overall quality of the supervision I
receive in my work.
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Organizational Commitment
Organizational commitment is measured by Allen and Meyer’s
(1996) Organizational Commitment Scale that included three key
dimensions of commitment: affective commitment, continuance
commitment and normative commitment. There is no modification with
respect to scale length. In each dimension, eight items are employed in
this research. The OC scale includes a 24-item scale to measure three
specific OCB dimensions: affective commitment (39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44,
45, and 46), continuance commitment (47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, and
54) and normative commitment (55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, and 62). A
five-point Likert type scale is used with response categories ranging from
1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree. The higher the score obtained
from this scale, the higher the OC score.
For ease of interpretation, four of the affective commitment items
(42, 43, 44, and 46) are reverse scored. The initial (R) indicates a reverse
scored items. Scores on those items will be behaved as 1=5, 2=4, and
3=3 before computing scale scores. Similarly, two of the continuance
commitment items (47, and 50) and three of the normative commitment
items (56, 57, and 62) are reverse scored for ease of interpretation. Allen
and Meyer’s (1996) 24-item Organizational Commitment Scale
measurement scale includes following items:
Affective Commitment
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1- I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this
organization.
2- I would enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.
3- I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.
4- I think I could easily become as attached to another
organization as I am to this one. (R)
5- I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organization. (R)
6- I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization. (R)
7- This organization has a great deal of personal meaning to me.
8- I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. (R)
Continuance Commitment
1- I’m not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without
having another one lined up. (R)
2- It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now,
even if I wanted to.
3- Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided to leave my
organization now.
4- It wouldn’t be too costly for me to leave my organization now. (R)
5- Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity
as much as desire.
6- I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this
organization.
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7- One of the few serious consequences of leaving this organization
would be the scarcity of available alternatives.
8- One of the major reasons I continue to work for this
organization is that leaving would require considerable personal
sacrifice – another organization may not match the overall benefits
I have here.
Normative Commitment
1- I think that people these days more from company to company
too often.
2- I do not believe that a person must always be loyal to his or her
organization. (R)
3- Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at all
unethical to me. (R)
4- One of the major reasons I continue to work for this
organization is that I believe that loyalty is important and therefore
feel a sense of moral obligation to remain.
5- If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere I would not feel it
was right to leave my organization.
6- I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one
organization.
7- Things were better in the days when people stayed with one
organization for most of their careers.
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8- I do not think that wanting to be a ‘company man or woman’ is
sensible anymore. (R)
Organizational Justice
Dimensions of perceived organizational justice are measured in
three ways using distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. In
terms of distributive justice, this research employs Price and Mueller’s
(1986) Distributive Justice Index and includes 6-items (63, 64, 65, 66,
67, and 68) that question the degree to which the respondent believes
that he or she is fairly rewarded on the basis of a comparison to
responsibilities, education and training, experiences, effort, job stresses
and strains, and performance. A five-point Likert type scale is used
ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The higher the score
obtained from this scale, the higher the Distributive Justice score. Price
and Mueller’s (1986) 6-items Distributive Justice Scale includes following
items:
1- When considering the responsibilities that I have, I am fairly
rewarded.
2- When taking into account the amount of education and training
that I have, I am fairly rewarded.
3- When in view of the amount of experience that I have, I am
fairly rewarded.
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4- When considering the amount of effort that I put forth, I am
fairly rewarded.
5- When considering the work that I have done well, I am fairly
rewarded.
6- When considering the stresses and strains of my job, I am fairly
rewarded.
With respect to procedural justice (Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997),
using the approach of TNP employees’ perceptions of procedural justice
includes 13-items (69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80, and 81)
that ask to what degree the respondent believes that his or her
organization adopts procedural justice with respect to fairness of formal
procedures in the organization, supervisor consideration of employee
rights, treatment of employees, and informational justice. The format for
the items is five-point Likert type scales ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree. For ease of interpretation, three of the procedural justice
items (69, 71, and 74) are reverse scored. The initial (R) indicates a
reverse scored items. Scores on those items are behaved as 1=5, 2=4,
and 3=3. In other words, Strongly Disagree is behaved as Strongly Agree,
and Disagree is behaved as Agree. Sweeney & McFarlin’s (1997), 13items measurement scale includes following items:
1- I am not sure what determines how I can get a promotion in this
organization. (R)
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2- I am told promptly when there’s a change in policy, rules, or
regulations that affects me.
3- It’s really not possible to change things around me. (R)
4- There are adequate procedures to get my performance rating
reconsidered if necessary.
5- I understand the performance appraisal system being used in this
organization.
6- When changes are made in this organization, the employees
usually lose out in the end. (R)
7- Affirmative action policies have helped advance the employment
opportunities in this organization.
8- In general, disciplinary actions taken in this organization are fair
and justified.
9- I am not afraid to “blow the whistle” on things I find wrong with
my organization.
10- If I were subject to an involuntary personnel action, I believe my
agency would adequately inform me of grievance and appeal rights.
11- I am aware of the specific steps I must take to have a personnel
action taken against me reconsidered.
12- The procedures used to evaluate my performance have been fair
and objective.
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13- In the past, I have been aware of what standards have been used
to evaluate my performance.
To measure interactional justice, this study uses Niehoff &
Moorman’ (1993) a 9-item scale (82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, and 90)
that focuses on the degree of employees’ perception about whether their
thoughts and needs are considered through making job decisions. A fivepoint Likert-type scale with response categories of 1=Strongly Disagree to
5=Strongly Agree) is employed. The higher the score obtained from this
scale, the higher the interaction justice score. Table 3 displays the
measured concepts, questionnaire items and hypotheses. Niehoff &
Moorman’ (1993) a 9-item scale measurement scale includes following
items:
1- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager
treats me with kindness and consideration.
2- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager
treats me with respect and dignity.
3- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager is
sensitive to my personal needs.
4- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager
deals with me in a truthful manner.
5- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager
shows concern for my rights as an employee.
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6- Concerning decisions about my job, the general manager
discusses the implications of the decisions with me.
7- The general manager offers adequate justification for decisions
made about my job.
8- When making decisions about my job, the general manager offers
an explanation that makes sense to me.
9- My general manager explains very clearly any decisions made
about my job.

Table 3
Measured Concepts, Items, and Hypothesis
Measured Concept

Items

Hypothesis

OCB
Podsakoff et al. (1990), 24 items

Altruism (1-5)

Hypothesis 1

Conscientiousness (6-10)

Hypothesis 2a, 2b, 2c, 2d

Sportsmanship (11-15)

Hypothesis 3a, 3b, 3c, 3d

Courtesy (16-20)

Hypothesis 4a, 4b, 4c

Civic virtue (21-24)
Job Satisfaction
Hackman & Oldham (1975), 14 items

Job satisfaction (25-38)

Hypothesis 1

Affective (39-46)

Hypothesis 2a

Continuance (47-54)

Hypothesis 2b

Normative (55-62)

Hypothesis 2c

Organizational Commitment
Allen and Meyer (1996), 24 items

Hypothesis 2d
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Table 3 (Continued)

Organizational Justice
Price & Mueller (1986), 6 items

Distributive (63-68)

Hypothesis 3a

Sweeney & McFarlin (1997), 13 items

Procedural (69-81)

Hypothesis 3b

Niehoff & Moorman’ (1993), 9 items

Interactional (82-90)

Hypothesis 3c
Hypothesis 3d

Demographic Variables
5 items

Gender (91)
Age (92)

Control

Education (93)

Variables

Years of Service (94)
Assignment Type (95)
Comparison between Regions
Region I

Hypothesis 4a

Region II

Hypothesis 4b
Hypothesis 4c

Data Collection and Research Procedure
Data for this research were obtained based on an email survey to
the TNP members in four major cities in Turkey. Employee surveys are
especially functional in portraying the organization’s character and
environment and helping to review how well an organization is
performing in a particular area, how it creates a productive environment
among the workforce, and how well it addresses and improves
relationships between work practices and outcomes. The strengths of
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employee surveys include their precision, generalizability and
convenience. Precision in measurement is evaluated with respect to the
survey’s power of quantification, reliability and control over observer
effects (Nachmias & Nachmias, 2000; O’Sullivan et al., 2003).
Because this study seeks to reveal TNP individual member’s
perceptions, thoughts and experiences toward OCB and related
influences of attitudinal factors, an employee survey is appropriate
method to obtain necessary data from TNP members. Data are collected
by using an email questionnaire to survey 1,428 police officers who are
members of four Turkish city police organizations in an effort to describe the
total population (TNP) from which they are selected.
Instrumentation
Email Survey
The internet URL embedded survey is used by this research
because it affords practical advantages when compared to other webbased survey methods. Although URL embedded surveys do not enable
researchers to gather adequate data in terms of quality and quantity,
they do not require transcription to a database, and immediate results
can be gathered from large populations, specifically TNP members.
With respect to efficiency, by employing a web-based survey, a
broad range of data relating to employee behavioral manners from an
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extremely large population can be obtained through spending relatively
less resources, particularly time and money. Additionally, Schaefer and
Dillman (1998) point out that the return time of web-based survey is
much shorter than that of the mailed survey that may require more
effort. The web-based survey is also cost-effective by eliminating
expenses related to printing, mailing and incentives for responding
(O’Sullivan et al., 2003; Wang & Doong, 2007).
In terms of sampling size, the web-based survey is preferable by
allowing the researcher to access a large population consisting of TNP
members from four major Turkish cities. Additionally, the response
quality appears as another factor that makes the web-based survey
preferable over other traditional methods. In a web-based survey,
unanswered questions are less likely to occur when compared other
survey methods such as mail or telephone surveys (Schaefer & Dillman,
1998).
Although the researcher may, in fact, confront risks due to a
subject’s lack of computer accessibility or inadequate skills in answering
web-based survey, because all TNP police officers are required to
complete basic computer skill courses through their training, there were
minimal concerns with respect to computer use. Furthermore, because
various personnel and duty-related issues are disseminated through the
organization via the Intranet, police officers are encouraged by their
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managers to check their email accounts daily. For this reason, all police
facilities, including departments and stations, are equipped with an
adequate number of computers that provide internet access exclusively
for employee use.
To enhance the response rate, the following preparations were
made. Initially, the researcher posted a welcome screen that informed
participants about the upcoming email survey by emphasizing the
importance of their input and explaining the questionnaire’s purpose.
Additionally, the questionnaire’s design was appropriately formatted
relevant to access, visibility, length, graphics, return, and other
important details.
Since this research was conducted in Turkey, in order to ensure
cultural appropriateness and accuracy of the translations, a consultant
who has 13 years of experiece in teachig English in Turkey was employed
as a professional translator because of her knowledge of English and
Turkish grammar, and the local research context. The professional
translator translated the questionnaire into Turkish, and then, to ensure
validity, the Turkish meanings were checked with respect to its cultural
appropriateness and accuracy.
Participants were asked to return the questionnaire within two weeks,
but in the event of a non-response, two follow-up emails were sent giving
non-respondents two more additional weeks to complete the survey. In total,
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the time frame involved in respondents completing the questionnaire was
four weeks from July 1, 2009 to July 30, 2009.
The email survey questionnaire encompasses the following four
major sections:
•

Section I includes questions related to perceptions of the
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) dimension.

•

Section II includes questions related to Job Satisfaction (JS).

•

Section III includes questions related to Organizational
Commitment (OC).

•

Section IV includes questions related to Organizational Justice
(OJ).

•

Section V includes a questions related to demographics.
(The complete survey is included in Appendix 1).
Statistical Analysis
Data are collected and analyzed through testing the postulated

hypotheses designed in accordance with the purpose of this research.
The analysis process requires the implementation of two main statistical
approaches, namely, descriptive (univariate) and explanatory
(multivariate) statistics.
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Descriptive Analysis
In implementing descriptive analysis, the researcher systematically
identifies, compares and describes the facts and key characteristics
related to members of the TNP. This process is conducted according to
specific characteristics including the individual respondent’s
demographic characteristics consisting of years of service, assignment
type, educational level, and gender. These key individualities are then
summarized by utilizing the three most common measures of central
tendency, namely, mean, median and mode.
Explanatory Analysis
In explanatory analysis, regarded as a continuance of the
descriptors, the researcher discovers and analyzes the relationship’s
effect between the independent and dependent variables. More
specifically, a regression analysis is performed to analyze the impact that
Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment and Organizational Justice
have on Organizational Citizenship Behavior as perceived by TNP
members. However, because the scales of variables are applied to a
unique sample consisting of TNP members, prior to performing the
regression model, in an effort to reveal the fitness of each scale by
examining their reliability and validity level, this researcher conducts an
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exploratory factor analyses (varimax rotation) in the very early stages of
the exploratory statistical analysis.
Factor Analyses
In the first step, the researcher performs exploratory factor
analyses for all scales to verify whether measurement items assigned to
each variable are accurate components of the general construct. By
means of performing these analyses, the researcher describes and
portrays data by grouping correlated variables that are chosen with a
possible underlying process (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). By doing so,
through observing factor loadings, the research reveals if variables have
an adequate internal consistency with each other. More specifically, OCB
has five dimensions, and by conducting factor analysis, the researcher
attempts to show if items of each scale can be measured within a single
construct by employing the coefficient alpha. Similarly, three dimensions
of Organizational Commitment are treated in the same manner by
employing Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient to reveal the
reliability of each of these three scales.
Hierarchical (Sequential) Multiple Regression
Because the researcher is interested in predicting to what extent
major attitudinal factors influence the citizenship behavior scores of TNP
members, the second step employs hierarchical multiple regression, one

125

of the most popular social sciences statistical techniques, to test the
hypotheses. Based on previous theoretical considerations and research
findings, this regression model assists in exploring the influences and
roles that Job Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment and
Organizational Justice play on Organizational Citizenship Behavior in a
sequential manner.
While conducting hierarchical multiple regression analysis, by
taking theoretical concerns into consideration, the researcher pays close
attention to determine the order in which variables are entered into the
equation. Consistent with earlier research findings, the demographic
characteristics of respondents are entered into the equation as control
variables in the first step of the regression analysis.
Subsequently, each of the other independent variables is included
into the equation in a specified order, or, sequential method that is
shaped in view of previous theoretical settings and research findings.
First, Job Satisfaction is entered into the model, and its contribution on
predicting OCB is evaluated. The relative influence of Job Satisfaction is
assessed according to the level of its power for predicting OCB followed
by using the same procedure to determine the relative influence of
Organizational Commitment and Organizational Justice. Then, the
predicting power is evaluated, and if one of the added variables fails to
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produce a significant increase in the level of predictive power of the
equation model, it will be dropped from the equation.
Limitations of the Study
As with all empirical research, this study has some limitations.
Because limitations can influence the generalizability of findings and
enable the researcher to create more appropriate perspectives for
conducting performance analysis, the following five limitations are
important to underscore.
The first limitation stems from Turkey being the focal point of
research. As previously emphasized, the current research utilized
measurement scales which were originally developed for Western
countries and translated into Turkish in order to obtain data from TNP
members whose native language is Turkish. Although professional
interpreters were employed and a great deal of attention was given to
ensure the appropriateness of translation, questionnaire items may have
been difficult in some cases to determine the most appropriate Turkish
version that corresponded to the English meaning. Because it is possible
to confront minor inconsistencies between the English and Turkish
translations, language stands as a barrier due to the researcher having
no control over those who completed the survey; therefore, there was no
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chance to probe and make certain that all participants fully understood each
questionnaire item.
Second, a cross-sectional research design was employed to
measure attitudinal perceptions of TNP members at a certain point in
time. All self-reported data were collected around one time period.
However, in order to set up a baseline, make future forecasts, and modify
any changes over time, a longitudinal research design is essential.
Because this research is unable to collect data at regular intervals
consisting of two or more times over a relatively long time period, it lacks
an observation of changes in the value of variables over time, and does
not establish causal links among variables.
Third, in the current study, the perception of OCB by TNP
members was employed as the dependent variable; therefore, the
influence of major attitudinal factors on OCB was examined through the
regression analysis. Although the findings demonstrate a significant
relationship between OCB and attitudinal factors including job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational justice, the
mediating roles of these factors are not examined. In addition, other than
major attitudinal factors, there might possibly be other independent
variables, namely personal characteristics, leadership styles, or
organizational structure that can predict OCB.
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Fourth, because data were collected from two police regions
comprised of two cities from each TNP regional organization,
generalizability appears to be a potential limitation for the overall success
of the findings. Whereas heterogeneity of the sample population would
increase generalizability, given that the study lacks this aspect leaves
reverse influences that decrease generalizability. More specifically,
because OCB is necessary to be examined within the entire TNP
population, the selected four sample cities may not reflect all TNP
organizations. Given that data could not be obtained from more sources
including each police region, the study might fail to ensure the
heterogeneity and thus not be generalizable to other TNP city police
settings.
Finally, because TNP members were employed as participants
without considering their organizational rank and status, those with
higher ranks may have different perceptions from those of lower ranks.
Since the perceptions of both higher and lower level TNP members were
measured by asking them the same questions, the rank and status that
could possibly lead members to perceive things differently were ignored
by this study.

CHAPTER 4 - DATA ANALYSIS

The main purpose of this study is to explore the possible
relationship between organizational citizenship behavior and major
attitudinal factors in Turkish National Police Organization (TNP). More
specifically, this study sheds light on the following questions:
•

To what degree is the difference in OCB scores of TNP employees
explained by Job Satisfaction (JS)?

•

To what degree is the difference in OCB scores of TNP employees
explained by Organizational Commitment (OC)?

•

Which type of OC (affective, normative or continuance) has a
greater effect on OCB scores of TNP employees?

•

To what degree is the difference in OCB scores of TNP employees
explained by Organizational Justice (OJ)?

•

Which type of OJ (distributive, procedural or interactive) has a
greater effect on OCB scores of TNP employees?

•

How do TNP members’ perceptions on the relationship between
attitudinal factors (OC, JS, and OJ) and OCB scores demonstrate
variance?
This chapter addresses these research questions. It begins with a

basic respondent descriptive statistics. Then, it focuses on managing
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data by conducting a series of analysis such as missing value analysis,
replacing missing values, and reverse coding. Following the descriptive
and data management part, the results of the factor analysis and
reliability test for continuous variables is evaluated in order to confirm
fitness of variables by examining their reliability and validity level. After
exploratory factor analyses (varimax rotation), the results of the further
statistical analysis, namely hierarchical multiple regression, are
discussed to analyze the relationships between independent and
dependent variables. Finally, in the final part of the statistical analysis,
hypothesis testing is reported according to the results of regression
analysis.
Descriptive Statistics
In descriptive statistics, the data that are expressed in numbers
were evaluated to reveal clues for more complex statistical techniques.
The most common descriptive technique is measures of central tendency
which refers to the description of set of numerical data clustered around
a single number. Some other types of descriptive statistics are measures
of variability, measures of relative position, and measure of relationship
(Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).
There are three commonly used measures of central tendency
methods: mode, median, and mean (O’Sullivan et al., 2003, & Nachmias
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and Nachmias, 2000). The mean takes the specific values of all scores
into account, and refers to the arithmetic average of scores in the
distribution. If there are fewer extreme scores, the mean serves as an
appropriate measure to represent the entire distribution. However, if
there are more extreme scores, the median, which refers to the middle
number, is regarded as a more appropriate measure than the mean
(Mertler & Vannatta, 2005). Finally, the mode, most useful for nominal
data identifies the most frequent response in the series (O’Sullivan et al.,
2003).
When the measure of central tendency fails to adequately address
the description of score in the distribution, measures of variability, which
measure the relative dispersion of a series, can be a good solution to
apply. The most common measures of variables are range, quartile
deviation, and standard deviation (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005). The range
measures the distance between the highest values and lowest values in
the distribution (O’Sullivan et al., 2003). Standard deviation is the square
root of the variance (O’Sullivan et al., 2003), and regarded as the most
appropriate measure of variability (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).
Measure of relative position specifies the location of one specific
score in the distribution. There are two common types: percentile ranks
and standard scores. A percentile rank, which is commonly used when
the ordinal level data is the case, refers to the percent of the observed
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value that is below in the total distribution level (O’Sullivan et al., 2003).
The standard score, which refers to manipulation of raw scores that specify
the distance away from the given scores’ mean, is preferable when data is
measured at the interval or ratio level (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).
Finally, the last measurement for descriptive statistic, measure of
relationship, refers to the extent of relevance between two variables. It
requires the determination of correlation coefficient values that ranges
from -1 to +1. A coefficient correlation close to zero indicates less of a
relationship between variables. The most common types of coefficients
are Spearman rho and Pearson r. Whereas Spearman rho is most used
with the ordinal level data, Pearson r is preferable for the interval and
ratio level data is the case (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).
Response Rate and Sample Characteristics
The researcher described the participants’ basic characteristics
based on their specific demographic information. In this study,
demographic characteristics were summarized using frequencies and
percentages for variables including gender, age, education level, years of
service, and assignment type. Table 4 provides a demographic profile of
Region I and Region II of the Turkish National Police.
In total, 1428 officers who are members of Turkish National Police
(TNP) were invited to participate in this study. Of the 1428
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questionnaires, 380 were sent out to TNP members who work in
Istanbul, 374 for Ankara, 352 for Diyarbakir, and 322 for Malatya. In
total, 879 of questionnaires were completed, and the completion rate was
61.5 percent. Completed questionnaires totaled 239 (62.9 percent) for
Istanbul, 227 (60.7 percent) for Ankara, 219 (62.2 percent) for
Diyarbakir, and 194 (60.2 percent) for Malatya.
Sample Characteristics of Two Police Regions
Table 4 provides an overview of the general characteristics of the
sample. Both regions (Region I & Region II) have a very similar gender
distribution profile. The vast majority of the TNP members in both
regions are male. For Region I, 437 out of 466 TNP members (93.8
percent) are male, and 29 out of 239 TNP members (6.2 percent) are
female. In Region II, 387 (93.7 percent) out of 413 are male and 26 (6.3
percent) are female. Overall, 824 out of 879 participants (93.7 percent)
are male, and 55 out of 879 those (6.3 percent) are female.
In Region I, the most common age group is between “(26) to (35)
years old” (58.2 percent). However, the age group of “(36) to (45) years
old” is also common (28.3 percent). Similar to Region I, the most common
age group of members is the between “(26) to (35) years old” (55.7
percent) in Region II. The age group of “(36) to (45) years old” is the
second most common age group (33.4 percent).
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Overall, 77 out of 879 TNP members (8.8 percent) are “Under (25)
years old”, 501 (57.0 percent) of the TNP members are between the “(26)
to (35) years old”, 270 (30.7 percent) of the TNP members are between
the “(36) to (45) years old”, 30 (3.4 percent) of the TNP members are
between the “(46) to (55) years old”. There are not any TNP members who
are “Over (56) years old”.
In terms of education, the most common degree held by TNP
members is the “4 Years High Education (Bachelor)” degree (40.1
percent) in Region I. However, the “2 Years High Education” degree is
also widely held (39.5 percent). In contrast to Region I, the most common
held degree is the “2 Years High Education” degree (45.3 percent) in
Region II. The “4 Years High Education (Bachelor)” degree is also widely
held (37.3 percent).
In Region I, the most common work experience period of TNP
members is the “From (11) to (15) years” (39.3 percent). However, the
work experience of “Under (5) years” (24.9 percent); and “(6) to (10) years”
is also common (21.5 percent). Similar to In Region I, the most common
work experience period is between the “(11) to (15) years” (40.2 percent)
in Region II. The work experience of “From (6) to (10) years” is also
common (21.5 percent).
In regards to assignment type, in Region I, the most common
assignment type of TNP members is the “Traffic Units” (40.6 percent).
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However, Judicial and Preventive Units” is also very common (39.1
percent). The less common assignment type is “Other Units”, and only 27
out of 466 TNP members (5.8 percent) are working for Other Units. The
second lowest assignment type is “Communication Unit” and 30 out of
466 TNP members (6.4 percent) are working for communication units.
Similarly, in Region II, the most common assignment type of TNP
members is the “Traffic Units” and “Judicial and Preventive Units” (both
type of units have (39.2 percent). “Crime Scene Investigation Units” are
also common (35, 8.5 percent). The lowest assignment type is
“Communication Units” and 24 out of 413 TNP members (5.8 percent)
are working for communication units.
Overall, 351 out of 879 TNP members (39.9 percent) are working in
the “Traffic Units”, 344 (39.1 percent) are working for “Judicial and
Preventive Units”, 73 (8.3 percent) for the “Crime Scene Investigation
Units”, 54 (6.1 percent) for the “Communication Units”, and 57 (6.5
percent) for the “Other Units”. It is apparent from the responses given
that traffic and judicial and preventive units are the main units that
create this study’s sample frame.
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Table 4
Characteristics of Study Sample
REGION I

Gender
Male
Female
N
Age
Under 25
26 to 35
36 to 45
46 to 55
Over 56
Missing
N
Education
Secondary
High S.
2 Years H. S.
Bachelor
Master
PhD
N
Experience
Under 5
6 to 10
11 to 15
16 to 20
21 to 25
Over 26
Missing
N
Assignment
Traffic
Jud./Prev.
Comm.
CSI
Other Units
N

REGION II

TOTAL

Frequency

Percentage

Frequency

Percentage

Frequency

Percentage

437
29
466

93.8
6.2
100

387
26
413

93.7
6.3
100

824
55
879

93.7
6.3
100

43
271
132
20
…
…
466

9.2
58.2
28.3
4.3
…
…
100

34
230
138
10
…
1
413

8.2
55.7
33.4
2.4
…
0.3
100

77
501
270
30
…
1
879

8.8
57
30.7
3.4
…
0.1
100

1
68
184
187
20
6
466

0.2
14.6
39.5
40.1
4.3
1.3
100

2
53
187
154
12
5
413

0.5
12.8
45.3
37.3
2.9
1.2
100

3
121
371
341
32
11
879

0.3
13.8
42.2
38.8
3.6
1.3
100

116
100
183
43
17
6
1
466

24.9
21.5
39.3
9.2
3.6
1.3
0.2
100

89
110
166
37
9
2
…
413

21.5
26.6
40.2
9
2.2
0.5
…
100

205
210
349
80
26
8
1
879

23.3
23.9
39.7
9.1
3
0.9
0.1
100

189
182
30
38
27
466

40.6
39.1
6.4
8.2
5.7
100

162
162
24
35
30
413

39.2
39.2
5.8
8.5
7.3
100

351
344
54
73
57
879

40
39.1
6.1
8.3
6.5
100
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Data Characteristics
To describe, interpret or summarize the collected data, the
researcher utilized both measures of central tendency (mean), and
measure of variability (minimum, maximum, standard deviation). The
mean was preferred by the researcher because it is the most preferred
measures of central tendency method for the internal or ratio level data
(Nachmias & Nachmias, 2000; O’Sullivan et al., 2003). Moreover, as the
number of extreme scores is relatively less, the mean can serve as the
most appropriate measure that represents the entire distribution of the
scores.
The researcher also utilized the measures of variability in order to
increase the efficiency of the description of data. To measure the relative
dispersion of a distribution, both minimum/maximum and standard
deviation was utilized by researcher. Finally, a missing data profile was
also included in order to enrich the description of the data. The mean,
minimum, maximum, standard deviation and missing values were
calculated for each variable.
In the following tables (Table 5, Table 6, Table 7, and Table 8),
there is the descriptive statistics of variables, namely organizational
citizenship behavior, job satisfaction, organizational commitment
(affective, continuance, and normative), and organizational justice
(distributive, procedural, and interactional).
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates of OCB
Variable

N

Missing Cases

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

OCB 1

879

…

1

5

4.04

.950

OCB 2

879

…

1

5

4.26

.768

OCB 3

876

3

1

5

4.49

.646

OCB 4

873

6

1

5

4.35

.684

OCB 5

870

9

1

5

4.30

.732

OCB 6

871

8

1

5

4.26

.773

OCB 7

876

3

1

5

3.75

1.081

OCB 8

876

3

1

5

4.12

.855

OCB 9

870

9

1

5

4.14

.826

OCB 10

875

4

1

5

4.74

.553

OCB 11

877

2

1

5

1.78

1.023

OCB 12

877

2

1

5

1.65

.780

OCB 13

874

5

1

5

1.53

.783

OCB 14

868

11

1

5

2.18

.947

OCB 15

872

7

1

5

1.74

1.064

OCB 16

875

4

1

5

3.99

.753

OCB 17

876

3

1

5

4.19

.680

OCB 18

874

5

1

5

4.59

.693

OCB 19

874

5

1

5

4.47

.678

OCB 20

870

9

1

5

4.34

.660

OCB 21

867

12

1

5

3.81

.906

OCB 22

874

5

1

5

3.86

.974

OCB 23

874

5

1

5

4.07

.802

OCB 24

878

1

1

5

3.93

.877
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates of Job Satisfaction

Variable

N

Missing Cases

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

JS 1

879

…

1

5

3.17

1.235

JS 2

876

3

1

5

2.76

1.273

JS 3

877

2

1

5

2.73

1.237

JS 4

871

8

1

5

3.52

1.067

JS 5

871

8

1

5

3.01

1.259

JS 6

873

6

1

5

2.93

1.223

JS 7

872

7

1

5

3.80

.922

JS 8

875

4

1

5

2.85

1.208

JS 9

873

6

1

5

2.56

1.281

JS 10

873

6

1

5

2.73

1.173

JS 11

874

5

1

5

2.48

1.179

JS 12

877

2

1

5

3.63

.937

JS 13

872

7

1

5

3.55

1.048

JS 14

875

4

1

5

2.82

1.151
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Table 7
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates of Organizational
Commitment

Variable

N

AC 1

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Missing Cases

Minimum

877

2

1

5

3.69

1.172

AC 2

879

…

1

5

3.28

1.279

AC 3

879

…

1

5

3.94

1.016

AC 4

876

3

1

5

3.12

1.211

AC 5

874

5

1

5

3.36

1.285

AC 6

876

3

1

5

3.66

1.206

AC 7

874

5

1

5

3.86

1.060

AC 8

868

11

1

5

3.62

1.181

CC 1

874

5

1

5

3.28

1.075

CC 2

871

8

1

5

3.88

1.030

CC 3

870

9

1

5

3.51

1.191

CC 4

868

11

1

5

3.44

1.116

CC 5

873

6

1

5

3.64

1.104

CC 6

873

6

1

5

3.52

1.148

CC 7

877

2

1

5

3.34

1.154

CC 8

876

3

1

5

3.23

1.137

NC 1

871

8

1

5

2.92

.976

NC 2

872

7

1

5

3.17

1.344

NC 3

870

9

1

5

2.83

1.146

NC 4

874

5

1

5

3.28

1.162

NC 5

875

4

1

5

3.05

1.261

NC 6

875

4

1

5

3.22

1.201

NC 7

871

8

1

5

3.26

.994

NC 8

872

7

1

5

3.20

1.133
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Table 8
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates of Organizational Justice
Variable

N

Missing Cases

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

DJ 1

876

3

1

5

2.50

1.205

DJ 2

879

….

1

5

2.52

1.196

DJ 3

874

5

1

5

2.58

1.192

DJ 4

875

4

1

5

2.43

1.206

DJ 5

871

8

1

5

2.44

1.179

DJ 6

874

5

1

5

2.23

1.116

PJ 1

872

7

1

5

2.72

1.197

PJ 2

870

9

1

5

3.04

1.175

PJ 3

872

7

1

5

3.33

1.180

PJ 4

870

9

1

5

2.51

1.043

PJ 5

871

8

1

5

2.36

1.100

PJ 6

869

10

1

5

3.10

1.147

PJ 7

865

14

1

5

2.60

1.052

PJ 8

870

9

1

5

2.52

1.169

PJ 9

872

7

1

5

3.12

1.154

PJ 10

875

4

1

5

2.42

1.133

PJ 11

872

7

1

5

3.38

1.014

PJ 12

876

3

1

5

2.33

1.033

PJ 13

872

7

1

5

2.97

1.078

IJ 1

874

5

1

5

3.27

1.196

IJ 2

870

9

1

5

3.22

1.190

IJ 3

865

14

1

5

3.08

1.199

IJ 4

872

7

1

5

3.21

1.175

IJ 5

868

11

1

5

3.15

1.179

IJ 6

867

12

1

5

2.95

1.223

IJ 7

866

13

1

5

2.96

1.193

IJ 8

875

4

1

5

3.00

1.194

IJ 9

875

4

1

5

2.72

1.202

142

Managing Data
Reverse Coding
The questionnaire used by this study included both positively and
negatively-keyed items. Before computing respondents’ total scores as an
index, the researcher converted all negatively-keyed items into positivelykeyed items in order to provide consistency among questionnaire items.
While performing reverse coding, the researcher transformed all 1
(Strongly Disagree) values within negatively-keyed items into the 5
(Strongly Agree) values. Similarly, all 2 (Agree) values within negativelykeyed items were transformed into 4 (Disagree) values. Because the 5point scale included 3 as a neutral point, it was not transformed.
While measuring the organizational citizenship behavior perception
of TNP members, some items were reverse coded in order to make easier
interpretation. 5 out of 24 items which measured the sportsmanship
dimensions of OCB (11, 12, 13, 14, and 15) were reverse scored. By
doing so, scores on those items were converted as 1=5, 2=4, and 3=3. In
other words, “Strongly Disagree” was converted to “Strongly Agree”, and
“Disagree “converted to “Agree”. No changes were made for “No Opinion”
option. Reverse scored sportsmanship items were labeled as (R):
•

I consume a lot of time complaining about trivial matters. (R)

•

I always focus on what’s wrong rather than the positive side. (R)
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•

I tend to make “mountains out of molehills”. (R)

•

I always find fault with what the organization is doing. (R)

•

I am the classic “squeaky wheel” that always needs greasing. (R)
In addition to the sportsmanship dimension of OCB, the researcher

performed more reverse coding on some items of organizational
commitment. For ease of interpretation, four of the affective commitment
items (42, 43, 44, and 46) were reverse scored by researcher. Similarly,
two of the continuance commitment items (47, and 50) and four of the
normative commitment items (56, 57, and 62) were reverse scored for
ease of interpretation. Reverse scored items for affective commitment are:
•

I think I could easily become as attached to another organization
as I am to this one. (R)

•

I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organization. (R)

•

I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization. (R)

•

I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. (R)
Reverse scored items for continuance commitments are:

•

I’m not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having
another one lined up. (R)

•

It wouldn’t be too costly for me to leave my organization now. (R)
Reverse scored items for normative commitment are:
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•

I do not believe that a person must always be loyal to his or her
organization. (R)

•

Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at all
unethical to me. (R)

•

I do not think that wanting to be a ‘company many or woman’ is
sensible anymore. (R)
Finally, for ease of interpretation, three of the procedural justice

items (69, 71, and 74) were also reverse scored. Reverse scored items for
procedural justices are:
•

I am not sure what determines how I can get a promotion in this
organization. (R)

•

It’s really not possible to change things around me. (R)

•

When changes are made in this organization, the employees
usually lose out in the end. (R)
Missing Data
After completing the reverse coding process, the researcher began

the data screening process to ensure the quality of data before
performing further multivariate data analysis (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).
There are some critical reasons for data screening. The first reason is
ensuring the accuracy of data and identifying possible issues that could
lead distorted correlations. Dealing with missing or uncompleted data is
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another reason for conducting data screening. Moreover, data screening
helps to assess the effects of extreme values in data. Finally, data
screening examines the existence of an adequate fitness between the
dataset and specific assumptions (Mertler and Vannatta, 2005, & Fidell
and Tabachnick, 2007).
In research, it is usual to have missing cases within some
variables. However, rather than the amount of data, the important thing
is whether these missing data are randomly missing or there is a pattern
within missing values. The missing dataset are classified as MCAR
(missing completely at random), MAR (missing at random), or MNAR
(missing not at random) (Fidell & Tabachnick, 2007).
Deleting Missing Values
In the deletion method, there are two options, deletion of variables,
or deletion of cases (Kline, 1998). Deletion of variable requires the
removal a variable that has missing values on many cases. However, if
the amount of missing values is not too much, or the variable with
missing values has a great effect on the dependent variable, deletion of
variable may not be a good solution for statistical analysis (Fidell &
Tabachnick, 2007).
With respect to deletion of cases, it requires deletion of any case
that is missing cases on any of the variables. This option is preferable
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when the number of the missing cases within the dataset is not too
much, and the researcher feels safe that the missing cases are random.
Although eliminating missing cases may result in the loss of a significant
amount of information within a small or moderately sized dataset, it is
not a significant problem in relatively large datasets (Mertler and
Vannatta, 2005, & Fidell and Tabachnick, 2007).
According to Mertler & Vannatta (2005), if there are fewer than 5
percent missing cases in the dataset, deleting is an acceptable solution to
handle the missing data. However, it is impossible to create a concrete
standard in order to characterize the amount of missing data which can
be tolerated without losing representativeness of the targeted population
(Fidell & Tabachnick, 2007).
There are two deletion procedures, namely listwise and pairwise.
Without considering the number of missing values, Listwise procedure
requires the deletion of all cases with missing values (George & Mallery,
2003). Because it requires the elimination of all values from cases that
may include answers to some of the questions, it results in the loss of a
considerable amount of data that may reduce the power and accuracy of
the statistical analysis (Mertler & Vannatta, 2005).
The second deletion procedure is pairwise deletion. Whereas
listwise deletion requires removing cases that have one or more missing
values on any variables, pairwise deletion requires elimination of the
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specific missing values instead of the entire case. More available data is
included for further statistical analysis (George & Mallery, 2003).
However, because different parts of the samples are utilized for each
analysis, the pairwise method produces some interpretation problems
regarding covariance and the correlation matrix. It is, however, useful
when the sample size is small or missing values are large. That is,
because there are not many values to begin with, so why omit even more
cases with listwise deletion (Tsikriktsis, 2005).
Replacing Missing Values
The second method for handling missing data is replacing missing
values with the estimated scores. There are five main types of
replacement procedures: Using prior knowledge, mean values
substitution, using regression, expectation-maximization, and multiple
imputations. Using prior knowledge requires replacing missing values
with numbers that are known from prior knowledge or from a welleducated guess of the researcher. If the sample size is large and the
researcher is an expert in the area of study, this method can be regarded
as a reasonable solution for handling with missing data (Fidell &
Tabachnick, 2007).
In the mean values substitution, the researcher replaces the
missing value with the mean of the variable or group mean. Replacing

148

missing values with the mean is the simplest option that can preserve
the data if the correlation between variables is less and the amount of
missing data is not high (Fidell & Tabachnick, 2007, & Tsikriktsis, 2005).
On the other hand, replacing missing values with a group mean
requires replacing missing values with the mean of the group to which
that case belongs. This method, to some extent, is more complicated
than the replacing mean values of variables. However, it reduces the
impact on variance estimates (Tsikriktsis, 2005).
In using regression, the researcher can predict the missing value
in one variable based upon the subject’s answer to other variables.
Therefore, the variable with the missing values acts as a dependent
variable, and other variables are used as independent variables to predict
the variable with the missing values (Fidell & Tabachnick, 2007). Using
regression to predict the missing values requires the availability of good
independent variables in the dataset (Fidell & Tabachnick, 2007).
In the expectation-maximization method, the researcher engages in
an iterative process that requires taking steps up to the detection of
convergence in the parameter estimates (Fidell & Tabachnick, 2007).
This method increases accuracy of the analysis if the model is correct
and distributional assumptions are met within the dataset. However, it
requires too complex procedures (Tsikriktsis, 2005), and may result in
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bias since error is ignored within the processed data (Fidell &
Tabachnick, 2007).
In the multiple imputations, the researcher performs logical
regression for cases in order to detect which variables can be used as
independent variables. The researcher estimates parameters from the
available data for finding the missing values (Tsikriktsis, 2005). This
method can increase the accuracy if the model is correct, and can be
used for longitudinal data. However, the distributional assumptions
required by this technique are relatively firm for implementation
(Tsikriktsis, 2005).
In evaluating the determinants of citizenship behavior of TNP
members, the influences of job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
and organizational justice were measured. However, not all
measurements were available for every member. There were some
missing values within each variable. In order to show up the location and
patterns of missing values, the researcher performed missing value
analysis (MVA).
The main reason for conducting missing value analysis is learning
whether cases with missing values are systematically different from cases
with no missing values. Because it is essential to ensure that the data
are missing at random, the researcher conducted missing value analysis
before running the statistical analysis.
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As a result of performing the MVA, the univariate statistic provided
both the number and percentage of non-missing and missing values for
each variable. Therefore, the researcher had an adequate measure of the
extent of missing data. Organizational citizenship behavior has the
greater number of cases with the missing values (11.4 percent); while
procedural justice has at least (70, 8 percent), and interactional justice
has at least (7.6 percent). Missing values for other continuous variables
are shown in Table 9.
MVA also produced separate variance t test tables in order to help
to recognize variables whose patterns of missing values may affect other
variables. The missing values in any one of the continuous variable did
not seem to affect the means of other continuous variables. The results of
separate variance t test confirmed that there is indication of MCAR
(missing completely at random).
For categorical variables, there was no missing data for gender,
education level, and assignment type. There was only one (1) missing
case out of 879 (0.1 percent) for age, and one (1) missing case out of 879
(0.1 percent) for experience. Missing values for other categorical variables
are shown in Table 9. In addition, the cross tabulation of categorical
variables helped to decide whether there are differences in missing values
among categorical variables. The missing values in any one of the
categorical variables did not seem to affect the means of other categorical
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variables since the mean differences were minimal and likely due to
chance. Therefore, the dataset for categorical variables appeared to be
MCAR (missing completely at random).

Table 9
Missing Values
Variable

Frequency of Missing
Values

Percentage of Missing
Values

Organ. Citizenship (OCB)

100

11.4

Job Satisfaction (JS)

57

6.5

Affective Commitment (AC)

23

2.6

Continuance Commit. (CC)

41

4.7

Normative Commitment

40

4.6

Distributive Justice (DJ)

23

2.6

Procedural Justice (PJ)

70

8

Interactional Justice (IJ)

67

7.6

Gender

…

…

Age

1

0.1

Education Level

…

…

Experience

1

0.1

Assignment Type

…

…

(NC)

In addition to a separate variance t test, the researcher examined
the pattern of the missing data in order to identify whether the data tend
to be missing for multiple variables in individual cases. The pattern of
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the missing data procedure was performed to determine whether the data
are jointly missing. Results of the pattern of the missing data showed
that the data were not jointly missing. According to EM estimates Little’s
MCAR test, the significance value is less than 0.05. However, because
missingness is predictable from independent variables as confirmed by
Separate Variance t Tests, MAR (missing at random) can be inferred
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In sum, by taking the results of the
descriptive data, separate variance t test, EM estimates, and missing
data pattern into account, the researcher concluded that the missing was
random (Appendix 6).
As stated above, 423 out of 11,427 (3.7 percent) cases are missing
in this study. Since fewer than 5 percent of the cases are missing, the
researcher did not perform deletion method (listwise or pairwise).
Additionally, the missing values are scattered throughout all variables,
and they are not concentrated on some specific variables. Instead,
because of having fewer than 5 percent missing values, the researcher
performed replacing missing values with the mean of the variable
procedure for the further statistical analysis.
As a result, as all variables are critical for the further statistical
analysis, the researcher did not drop any cases from the dataset. By
doing so, the sample size of the study was maintained which largely
influences the statistical power of the analysis.
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Creation of Total Scale Scores
Once the researcher reverse-scored all of the negatively-keyed
items and handled the missing values, he created the respondents’ total
scale scores to reduce data that are a combination of two or more
questionnaire items. While converting related items into a summated
variable, the researcher assumed that each variable’s items should be
averaged together in order to get their average response within each
variable.
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) perception of TNP
members which is measured within 24 items was converted into one
summated variable named TOTAL_OCB. Similarly, job satisfaction
(measured with 14 items) was converted into a new JB_TOTAL variable,
affective commitment (measured with 8 items) was converted into a new
AC_TOTAL variable, continuance commitment (measured with 8 items)
was converted into a new CC_TOTAL variable, normative commitment
(measured with 8 items) was converted into a new NC_TOTAL variable,
distributive justice (measured with 6 items) was converted into a new
DC_TOTAL variable, procedural justice (measured with 13 items) was
converted into a new PJ_TOTAL variable, and finally, interactional
justice (measured with 9 items) was converted into a new IJ_TOTAL
variable.

154

The similar procedure was also performed for categorical variables,
and new summated categorical variables with one total scale scores,
(TOTAL_GENDER, TOTAL_AGE, TOTAL_EDUCATION,
TOTAL_EXPERIENCE, and TOTAL_ASSIGNMENT) were calculated.
Outliers
Outliers are cases with extreme values in the dataset (George &
Mallery, 2003). Since these cases have such extreme scores, they
influence the results of statistical analysis. While handling outliers, the
researcher must decide whether the outliers are part of the population
he/she wanted to measure. If the outliers are not part of the population
from which the researcher intended to get the sample, the outliers
should be eliminated from the dataset. However, if the outliers are part of
the population, the researcher should delete the extreme cases, change
the outliers’ scores to keep them within a normal distribution even
though they posses extreme scores, or perform transformation (Fidell &
Tabachnick, 2007).
Because the current research investigates the relationship between
OCB and major attitudinal factors, both dependent (Organizational
Citizenship Behavior) and independent variables (Job Satisfaction,
Organizational Commitment, and Organizational Justice) were examined
for multivariate outliers by using SPSS.
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In order to detect outliers, the researcher used chi-square criteria.
Outliers were indicated by chi-square values which are significant at
p<.001. In current study, the degree of freedom was twelve (12), and
critical value of chi-square at p<.001 was 32.909. The Mahalanobis
Distance that was greater than 32.909 considered as multivariate
outliers for continuous variables.
As shown in Table 10, the researcher detected seven cases (#745,
#820, #775, #696, and #292, (#401, and #347) with extreme high values
which are greater than 32.909. However, these (7) cases that are
identified as outliers were not dropped from the dataset because of their
potential to influence the generalizability of the study.
Table 10
Outliers (Extreme Values)
Number

Case Number

Value

1

745

71.353

2

820

54.426

3

775

51.137

4

696

37.741

5

347

34.361

6

401

33.155

7

292

31.525
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Normality, Linearity, and Homoscedasticity
In order to ensure an appropriateness of statistical analysis, the
data must be in normal distribution. Normality of the distribution can be
determined by looking at skewness and kurtosis tests. Whereas
skewness describes the unequal distribution of data by looking at their
form of allocation on one side and on one tail of the distribution, kurtosis
examines the degree of fluctuations in the distribution (Fidell &
Tabachnick, 2007).
As shown in Table 11, alpha levels (.01 or .001) were used to
evaluate the significance of skewness and kurtosis with the sample
(Fidell & Tabachnick, 2007). The value of skewness and kurtosis is close
to zero when the distribution is normal. In this study, only skewness
values of gender (dichotomous) and assignment (categorical) seemed far
away from zero. Kurtosis values of Distributive Justice (-.879) and
Interactional Justice (-.848) indicates the presence of peak values in the
distribution. Yet, the amount of kurtosis was not particularly disturbing.
The researcher decided to retain these four variables by realizing that
their association with other variables is depressed because of the uneven
distribution.
On the other hand, with a large sample, skewness and kurtosis are
not regarded as good indicators for normality (Fidell & Tabachnick,
2007). Instead, the researcher examined the results of expected and
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probability plots. For all cases, there were a limited number of points
that placed away from the diagonal. Additionally, for all cases, in spite of
having some minor deviations, the entire points seemed evenly
distributed both above and below the horizontal line. Therefore, the
dataset showed normal distribution and there was no problem regarding
normality (Output for normality assumption is attached in Appendix 7).
Table 11
Normality (Skewness and Kurtosis)
Variable

Skewness

Kurtosis

Job Satisfaction (JS)

-0.105

-0.247

Affective Commitment (AC)

-0.514

0.532

Continuance Commitment (CC)

-0.3

0.133

Normative Commitment (NC)

-0.171

0.434

Distributive Justice (DJ)

0.392

-0.879

Procedural Justice (PJ)

0.055

0.15

Interactional Justice (IJ)

-0.325

-0.848

Gender

3.618

11.119

Age

0.271

0.077

Education Level

0.171

377

Experience

0.384

0.04

Assignment Type

1.281

0.911

Linearity between two variables is determined by examining
bivariate scatterplots If the scatterplots seems as an elliptical (oval)
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shape, it can be concluded that variables are linearly distributed (Fidell
& Tabachnick, 2007). However, because the use of scatterplots requires
subjective examination, the researcher decided to use a more
sophisticated technique (comparing standardized residuals to the
predicted DV values) to test both linearity and homoscedasticity. For all
cases, in spite of having some minor deviations, the entire scores seemed
evenly distributed both above and below the horizontal line with an
approximate rectangular shape. Additionally, the scores did not cluster
on the right or left side of the plot. Therefore, since there is no extreme
clustering, the researcher concluded that the assumptions of linearity
and homoscedasticity were met by variables of current study (Output for
Linearity and Homoscedasticity assumptions is attached in Appendix 7).
Explanatory Statistics
Reliability and Validity
An explanatory factor analyses was performed for scales to verify
whether measurement items assigned to each variable were accurate
components of the general construct. By means of conducting these
analyses, the researcher described and portrayed data by grouping
correlated variables that were chosen with a possible underlying process
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
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Since none of the measurement items were newly developed by this
study, the scales for reliabilities from earlier studies were generalizable to
this study. However, because this study was conducted in a Turkish
cultural context, it was necessary to conduct explanatory factor analysis
(varimax) to verify to what extent the items’ observed measures truly
measured the variables they were indented to measure.
Factor Analysis for OCB and Reliability Test
Organizational citizenship behavior was measured with
participants’ responses to a 24-item scale of Podsakoff et al. (1990).
According to Organ (1988), there are five components of the OCB scale,
namely altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic
virtue. The researcher performed factor analysis to understand whether
there are specific structural patterns for these five OCB dimensions.
First, the researcher focused on the KMO and Bartlett's Test results.
To see whether distribution of data is appropriate for factor analysis, two
measures were used, namely Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling
Adequacy and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity.
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy tests if the
distribution of values has adequate qualifications for performing factor
analysis. According to this measure, if the test statistic is less than .5,
the level is unacceptable. The test statistic which is more than .9 is

160

called “Marvelous”. “Meritorious” is the case if the test statistic is more
than .8 (George & Mallery, 2003). As shown in Table 12, the test statistic
for OCB dimensions, .889 is meritorious. This value is also very close to
.9 (Marvelous). Therefore, the researcher concluded that the distribution
of values within the OCB dimensions was enough to conduct factor
analysis.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is designed to measure the multivariate
normality of the distribution. If the significance value is less than .05,
this indicates that the data are appropriate for factor analysis in terms of
multivariate normality (George & Mallery, 2003). As shown in Table 12,
the significance value was .000 which confirms OCB dimensions’
multivariate normality appropriateness for the factor analysis.
Table 12
KMO and Bartlett's Test Results for OCB

Type of test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Result

.889 (Meritorious)
6669.864 (Chi-Square)
276 (df)
.000 (significant)
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Following the KMO and Bartlett's Test, the researcher utilized four
criteria to make determination on how many factors to retain. First, the
current study employed eigenvalue criteria and examined the initial
eigenvalues to understand the number of factors to retain. As shown in
Table 13, because five components’ eigenvalues were greater than 1, the
researcher retained all five factors. However, the eigenvalue criterion is
acceptable if the number of variables is not greater than 30, and mean
communality are not exceed .60. In this research, there were fewer than
30 variables; but, because of exceeding the communality mean level, the
researcher did not apply eigenvalue criteria.
Table 13
Initial Eigenvalues and Rotation Loadings Results for OCB

Initial Eigenvalues

Component

Total % of Variance

Rotated

Total

Loadings

% of Variance

1

6.722

28.008

3.076

12.818

2

1.877

7.820

2.576

10.734

3

1.568

6.535

2.535

10.562

4

1.448

6.034

2.530

10.542

5

1.242

5.174

2.139

8.915

6

.920

3.882

7

.896

3.735

As an alternative criterion, the researcher focused on variance to
retain factors that might account for at least 70 percent of the total
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variability. All five components accounted for 53.57 percent of the total
variance. Whereas the first component accounted for 28.01 percent of
the total variance, the second accounted for 7.82 percent, the third
component accounted for 6.53 percent, the fourth component accounted
for 6.03 percent and the last component accounted for 5.17 percent.
Since there is more than one component, the factor solution was
rotated. The results of the rotated solution demonstrated that the first
component accounted for 12.81 percent of the total variance, whereas
the second component accounted for 10.73 percent. Similarly, the third
component accounted for 10.56 percent, the fourth component
accounted for 10.54 percent, and the fifth component accounted for 8.91
percent of the total variance in distribution.
As the third criterion, scree plot was examined and observed a
sharp drop off of eigenvalues after the fifth component. As shown in
Figure 3, Scree Plot also supported the retaining five components.
Finally, assessment of residuals also supported the existence of five
components.
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Figure 3
Scree Plot Values for OCB

In sum, principal component analysis was conducted for OCB by
employing varimax rotation. Four criteria (eigenvalue, variance, scree
plot, and residuals) were used to determine the number of factor
components to retain. All criteria supported the determination of five
components. As shown in Table 14, the results supported the five factor
structure suggested by Organ (1988). All items in each OCB dimension
loaded on their own component, and none of them loaded on other
components. The five facets of OCB were treated together in the
statistical analyses.
After conducting rotated solution, we retained five components.
The first component (COURTESY) accounted for 12.81 percent of the
total variance, and all loadings are positive. The courtesy component has
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five items, and a sample from the courtesy component is, “I try to avoid
creating problems for workers”. The coefficient alpha for courtesy is 0.68.
The second component (CONSCIENTIOUSNESS) has positive
loadings and accounted for 10.73 percent of the total variance. The
conscientiousness component of the OCB scale includes five items, and a
sample from the conscientiousness component is, “I obey company rules
and regulations even when no one is watching”. The coefficient alpha for
conscientiousness is 0.63.
The third component (CIVIC VIRTUE) accounted for 10.56 percent
of the total variance with positive loadings. The civic virtue component
includes four items such as “I keep abreast of changes in the
organization”. The coefficient alpha for it is 0.72.
The fourth component (ALTRUISM) has positive loadings and
accounted for 10.54 percent of the total variance. The altruism
component includes five items such as, “I help others who have heavy
workloads”. The coefficient alpha for the altruism is 0.64.
The final component, (SPORTSMANSHIP), accounted for 8.91
percent of the total variance, and the direction of the loadings is positive.
The sportsmanship component of the OCB scale consists of five items
such as, “I consume a lot of time complaining about trivial matters”. For
ease of interpretation, all five of the sportsmanship items were reverse
scored. The coefficient alpha for it is 0.61.
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The results of the factor analysis for the OCB dimension supported
the five-factor structure. The overall pattern seemed to yield five types of
citizenship behavior, namely courtesy, conscientiousness, civic virtue,
altruism, and sportsmanship. Internal consistency estimates of reliability
(Cronbach’s coefficient alpha) were also measured by conducting
Cronbach's Alpha analysis.
Nunnally (1978) created his Cronbach's Alpha criteria as
unacceptable (below.60), undesirable (between .60 and .65), minimally
acceptable (between .65 and .70), respectable (between .70 and .80), and
very good (.80 and .90). Although over 0.60 is regarded as an acceptable
reliability coefficient level by Nunnally (1978), Devellis (1991) noted that
there are some other published Cronbach's Alpha scales that adopt less
than 0.60 scores as an acceptable level for reliability coefficient value.
For example, Comrey & Lee (1992) argue that if the size of the main
loadings is greater than .45, it is regarded as fair loading. Comrey & Lee’s
(1992) scale measurement includes five different levels:
•

If the size of main loading is greater than .70, the loading size is
“Excellent”.

•

If the size of main loading is greater than .63, the loading size is
“Very Good”.

•

If the size of main loading is greater than .55, the loading size is
“Good”.
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•

If the size of main loading is greater than .45, the loading size is
“Fair”.

•

If the size of main loading is greater than .32, the loading size is
“Poor”.
In the current study, the value for coefficient alpha was .87 for

OCB. The alpha values for the five sub-scales of the OCB were (.64)
(Altruism), .63 (Conscientiousness), .61 (Sportsmanship), .68 (Courtesy),
and .72 (Civic virtue). All measurement scales showed acceptable alpha
coefficients which indicate all measurement items of organizational
citizenship behavior in current study were internally consistent and
reliable.

Table 14
Components Loadings for OCB

Variable (OCB)

OCB Dimension

Component Loadings

Component 1
OCB20
OCB17
OCB19
OCB18
OCB16

(COURTESY)
(COURTESY)
(COURTESY)
(COURTESY)
(COURTESY)

.789
.744
.723
.611
.523

(CONSCIENTIOUSNESS)

.723

Component 2
OCB6
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Table 14 (Continued)
OCB9
OCB7
OCB8
OCB10

(CONSCIENTIOUSNESS)
(CONSCIENTIOUSNESS)
(CONSCIENTIOUSNESS)
(CONSCIENTIOUSNESS)

.716
.684
.624
.417

(CIVIC VIRTUE)
(CIVIC VIRTUE)
(CIVIC VIRTUE)
(CIVIC VIRTUE)

.755
.738
.704
.687

(ALTRUISM)
(ALTRUISM)
(ALTRUISM)
(ALTRUISM)
(ALTRUISM)

.714
.694
.694
.624
.464

Component 3
OCB21
OCB22
OCB24
OCB23
Component 4
OCB4
OCB2
OCB3
OCB1
OCB5
Component 5
OCB13
OCB12
OCB14
OCB11
OCB15

(SPORTSMANSHIP)
(SPORTSMANSHIP)
(SPORTSMANSHIP)
(SPORTSMANSHIP)
(SPORTSMANSHIP)

Reversed
Reversed
Reversed
Reversed
Reversed

.731
.709
.597
.529
.461

Factor Analysis for Organizational Commitment and Reliability Test
In this study, organizational commitment was measured with TNP
members’ responses to a 24-item scale of Allen and Meyer (1990). The
researcher performed factor analysis for organizational commitment
items to understand whether three dimensions of organizational
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commitment (affective, continuance, and normative) show specific
structural patterns.
As shown In Table 15, the test statistic, .837 is meritorious. This
value is also very close to .9 (marvelous), and indicates that the
distribution of values in organizational commitment dimensions is
adequate to conduct factor analysis. Besides, the significance value of
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is .000 which confirms organizational
commitment’s multivariate normality appropriateness for the factor
analysis.
Table 15
KMO and Bartlett's Test Results for Organizational Commitment
Type of Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Result

.837 (Meritorious)
4470.716 (Chi- Square)
276 (df)
.000 (significant)

Then, the researcher employed eigenvalue criteria. As shown in
Table 16, because six components’ eigenvalues are greater than 1, the
researcher determined to retain all six factors. In the current research,
there are fewer than 30 variables; yet, because of exceeding the
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communality mean level, the researcher was suspicious to apply
eigenvalue criteria.

Table 16
Initial Eigenvalues and Rotation Loadings Results for Organizational
Commitment

Initial Eigenvalues

Component

Total

% of Variance

Rotated

Loadings

Total

% of Variance

1

4.789

19.744

2.740

11.416

2

2.291

9.546

2.373

9.887

3

1.715

7.144

2.363

9.847

4

1.379

5.746

2.193

9.139

5

1.152

4.799

1.409

5.870

6

1.070

4.460

1.267

5.280

7

.990

4.126

8

.959

3.994

All six components accounted for 51.43 percent of the total
variance. Whereas the first component accounted for 19.74 percent of
the total variance, the second accounted for 9.54 percent, the third
component accounted for 7.14 percent, the fourth component accounted
for 5.74 percent, the fifth component accounted for 4.79 percent, and the
last component accounted for 4.46 percent.
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The results of rotated solution showed that the first component
accounted for 11.41 percent of the total variance, whereas the second
component accounted for 9.88 percent. Similarly, the third component
accounted for 9.84 percent, the fourth component accounted for 9.13
percent, the fifth component accounted for 5.87 percent, and the sixth
component accounted for 5.28 percent of the total variance in
distribution. Therefore, all six components were retained.
As third criterion, Scree Plot was examined and observed a sharp
drop off of eigenvalues after the sixth component. Scree Plot also
supported the retaining six components. In addition, the assessment of
residuals also supported the retaining six components.

Figure 4
Scree Plot Values for Organizational Commitment
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In sum, four criteria (eigenvalue, variance, scree plot, and
residuals) were used to determine the number of factor components to
retain. All criteria supported the determination of six components.
The first component was composed primarily of items that measure
normative commitment (NORMATIVE), and it accounted for 11.41
percent of the total variance. The remaining four (4) items of normative
commitment was loaded within the fifth component. The coefficient alpha
for normative commitment is 0.71.
The second component was composed primarily of items that
measure continuance commitment (CONTINUANCE), and it accounted
for 9.88 percent of the total variance. Six (6) items of continuance
commitment were loaded within the second component. The coefficient
alpha for Continuance Commitment is 0.60.
The third component was composed primarily of items that
measure affective commitment (AFFECTIVE), and it accounted for 9.84
percent of the total variance. However, one (1) of the continuance
commitment items loaded on this component. Four (4) items of affective
commitment was loaded within the third component. The coefficient
alpha for normative commitment is 0.60.
The fourth component was composed entirely of the remaining three
(3) items of affective commitment (AFFECTIVE), and it accounted for 9.13
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percent of the total variance. The coefficient alpha for affective
commitment is 0.77.
The fifth component was composed entirely of the remaining four (4)
items of normative commitment (NORMATIVE), and it accounted for 5.87
percent of the total variance. The coefficient alpha for normative
commitment is 0.53.
Finally, the sixth component was composed the remaining two (2)
items. One of them was affective commitment (AFFECTIVE) item, and the
other one was continuance commitment (CONTINUANCE) item. This
component accounted for 5.28 percent of the total variance. Factor six
was a somewhat strange measure that two items from different source
seemed confused about. The researcher did not delete factor six because
of the concern that this may affect the generalizability of the study.
The results as presented in Table 17 supported a six-factor
structure. However, one of the Continuance Commitment items loaded
on the Affective Commitment factor. Moreover, one (1) item from Affective
Commitment and one (1) item from Continuous Commitment factor
loaded within sixth component. However, the overall pattern seemed to
yield three types of commitment, namely normative, continuance, and
affective commitment.
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Table 17
Components Loadings for Organizational Commitment

Components

OC Dimension

Component Loadings

Component 1
NC58
NC60
NC59
NC61

(NORMATIVE)
(NORMATIVE)
(NORMATIVE)
(NORMATIVE)

.760
.754
.670
.661

Component 2
CC49
CC53
CC51
CC50
CC48
CC54

(CONTINUANCE)
(CONTINUANCE)
(CONTINUANCE) Reversed
(CONTINUANCE)
(CONTINUANCE)
(CONTINUANCE)

.701
.657
.637
.617
.527
.450

Component 3
AC40
AC39
CC52
AC41
AC45

(AFFECTIVE)
(AFFECTIVE)
(CONTINUANCE)
(AFFECTIVE)
(AFFECTIVE)

.768
.677
.595
.538
.443

Component 4
AC44
AC43
AC46

(AFFECTIVE) Reversed
(AFFECTIVE) Reversed
(AFFECTIVE Reversed

.807
.760
.748

Component 5
NC62
NC57
NC56
NC55

(NORMATIVE) Reversed
(NORMATIVE) Reversed
(NORMATIVE)
(NORMATIVE) Reversed

.648
.626
.437
-.423

Component 6
AC42
CC47

(AFFECTIVE) Reversed
(CONTINUANCE) Reversed

.691
.509

174

The internal consistency estimates of the reliability (Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha) were also computed for organizational commitment.
The value for organizational commitment was .77 (respectable). The
alpha values for the three sub-scales of the organizational commitment
were .74 (affective commitment), .67 (continuance commitment), and .60
(normative commitment). Measurement scales showed acceptable alpha
coefficients. The Cronbach’s reliability test confirmed that all
measurement items of Organizational Commitment in the current study
are internally consistent and reliable.
Reliability Test for Other Continuous Variables
Job Satisfaction
The internal consistency of job satisfaction that includes a 14-item
scale was tested by employing factor analysis. The test statistic is
marvelous (.906), and indicates that the distribution of values in job
satisfaction is adequate to conduct factor analysis. Additionally, the
significance value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is .000 which confirms
job satisfaction’s multivariate normality appropriateness for the factor
analysis.
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Table 18
KMO and Bartlett's Test Results for Job Satisfaction
Type of Test

Result

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy

.906 (Marvelous)

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

5574.534 (Chi-Square)
91 (df)
.000 (significant)

Because three components’ eigenvalues are greater than 1, the
researcher decided to retain all three factors. In this research, there are
less than 30 variables; yet, because of exceeding the communality mean
level, the researcher did not apply eigenvalue criteria.

Table 19
Initial Eigenvalues and Rotation Loadings Results for Job Satisfaction

Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

Rotation Loadings

% of Variance

Total

% of Variance

1

6.033

43.090

3.541

25.294

2

1.512

10.800

2.840

20.282

3

1.160

8.284

2.324

16.598
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All three components accounted for 62.17 percent of the total
variance. The first component accounted for 43.09 percent of the total
variance, the second accounted for 10.8 percent, and the third
component accounted for 8.28 percent. The results of the rotated
solution showed that the first component accounted for 25.29 percent of
the total variance, whereas the second component accounted for 20.28
percent. The last component accounted for 16.59 percent of the total
variance in distribution.
The scree plot was examined and observed a sharp drop off of
eigenvalues after the third component. The scree plot also supported the
retaining three components. In addition, the assessment of residuals also
supported the retaining of three components (Output for scree plot of job
satisfaction are attached in Appendix 10).
The internal consistency estimates of the reliability (Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha) were computed for job satisfaction. The measurement
scale showed an acceptable alpha coefficient for job satisfaction (.90, very
good). Additionally,

the loading values for the three components of the

job satisfaction were within the acceptable limits. The Cronbach’s
reliability test confirmed that all measurement items of job satisfaction
were internally consistent and reliable (Output for component loadings
for job satisfaction are attached in Appendix 10).
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Distributive Justice
The internal consistency of distributive justice that includes a 6item scale was tested by employing factor analysis. The test statistic is
marvelous (.926). This score indicates that the distribution of values in
distributive justice is enough to conduct factor analysis. Besides, the
significance value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is .000 which confirms
distributive justice’s multivariate normality appropriateness for the factor
analysis.

Table 20
KMO and Bartlett's Test Results for Distributive Justice
Type of Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Result

.926 (Marvelous)
5210.005 (Chi-Square)
15 (df)
.000 (significant)

Because only one component’s eigenvalue is greater than 1, the
researcher determined to retain it. This component accounted for 80.44
percent of the total variance.
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Table 21
Initial Eigenvalues and Rotation Loadings Results for Distributive Justice

Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

Rotation Loadings

% of Variance

Total

% of Variance

4.827

80.448

1

4.827

80.448

2

.368

6.135

The results of the rotated solution did not influence the amount of
variance in distribution. The scree plot also indicated to the existence of
only one component (Output for Scree Plot for distributive justice is
attached in Appendix 11). In addition, the assessment of residuals also
supported the one component structure.
The internal consistency estimates of reliability (Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha) were computed for distributive justice. The value was
.95 (very good). Additionally, the loading values for distributive justice
were also within the acceptable limits. The Cronbach’s reliability test
confirmed that all measurement items of distributive justice were
internally consistent and reliable (Output for Component Loadings for
Distributive Justice is attached in Appendix 11).
Procedural Justice
The internal consistency of procedural justice that includes a 13item scale was tested by employing factor analysis. As shown in Table

179

22, the test statistic is meritorious (.850). This score indicates that the
distribution of values in procedural justice is adequate to conduct factor
analysis. Besides, the significance value of Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is
.000 which confirms Procedural Justice’s multivariate normality
appropriateness for the factor analysis.

Table 22
KMO and Bartlett's Test Results for Procedural Justice
Type of Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Result

.850 (Meritorious)
2740.370 (Chi-Square)
78 (df)
.000 (significant)

As shown in Table 23, because four components’ eigenvalues are
greater than 1, the researcher decided the retaining of four factors. In
this research, there are fewer than 30 variables; yet, because of the
exceeding the communality mean level, the researcher did not apply
eigenvalue criteria.
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Table 23
Initial Eigenvalues and Rotation Loadings Results for Procedural Justice

Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

% of Variance

Rotation Loadings
Total

% of Variance

1

4.124

31.721

3.317

25.516

2

1.373

10.564

1.598

12.294

3

1.145

8.808

11.460

4

1.015

7.810

1.490
1.252

.851

6.544

5

9.632

All four components accounted for 58.9 percent of the total variance.
Whereas the first component accounted for 31.72 percent of the total
variance, the second accounted for 10.56 percent, the third component
accounted for 8.80 percent, and the last one accounted for 7.81 percent.
The results of the rotated solution showed that the first component
accounted for 25.51 percent of the total variance, whereas the second
component accounted for 12.29 percent. The third component accounted
for 11.46 percent, and the last component accounted for 9.63 percent of
the total variance in distribution.
The scree plot indicated a sharp drop off of eigenvalues after the
fourth component. The scree plot also supported the retaining all four
components. In addition, the assessment of residuals also supported to
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retain four components (Output for scree plot for procedural justice is
attached in Appendix 12).
Internal consistency estimates of the reliability (Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha) were computed for procedural justice. The
measurement scale showed an acceptable alpha coefficient .80 (good).
Additionally, the loading values for the four components of procedural
justice were also within acceptable limits. The Cronbach’s reliability test
confirmed that all measurement items of procedural justice were
internally consistent and reliable (Output for component loadings for
procedural justice is attached in Appendix 12).
Interactional Justice
The internal consistency of interactional justice that includes a 9item scale was tested by employing factor analysis. As shown in Table
24, the test statistic, .946 is marvelous. This score indicates that the
distribution of values in interactional justice is enough to conduct a
factor analysis. Additionally, the significance value of Bartlett's Test of
Sphericity is .000 which confirms interactional justice’s multivariate
normality appropriateness for the factor analysis.
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Table 24
KMO and Bartlett's Test Results for Interactional Justice
Type of Test

Result

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

.946 (Marvelous)
9476.159 (Chi-Square)
36 (df)
.000 (significant)

Because only one component’s eigenvalue is greater than 1, this
component retained and accounted for 79.16 percent of the total
variance. The results of the rotated solution did not influence the amount
of variance in the distribution.

Table 25
Initial Eigenvalues and Rotation Loadings Results for Interactional
Justice

Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

% of Variance

1

7.125

79.168

2

.589

6.547

Rotation Loadings
Total % of Variance
7.125

79.168
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The scree plot also indicated the existence of only one component.
In addition, the assessment of residuals also supported the one
component structure (Output for scree plot for interactional justice is
attached in Appendix 13).
Internal consistency estimates of reliability (Cronbach’s coefficient
alpha) were computed for interactional justice. The value was .97 (very
good). Additionally, the loading values interactional justices were also
within the acceptable limits. The Cronbach’s reliability test confirmed
that all measurement items of interactional justice were internally
consistent and reliable (Output for component loadings for interactional
justice is attached in Appendix 13).
Validity Test
To ensure the level of accuracy and precision of the research
components, validity is regarded as the most important mechanism
(Bernard, 2000). The random sampling process contributed to success of
this study’s external validity. Additionally, since this study has relatively
high response rate (61.5%) and sample size (879), external validity has
not been compromised.
In terms of content validity, since none of the measurement items
were newly developed by this study, the scales for reliabilities from
earlier studies were generalizable to the current study. Ambiguous items
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and inappropriate expressions stemming from cultural differences were
modified without making any structural change, and clear and precisely
defined terms were used. The threat for content validity was minimized
by considering Turkish cultural context and employing similar
measurement scales in which the appropriateness was confirmed by
previous research.
To assess construct validity, this study utilized the principal
components analysis with varimax rotation by employing Cronbach’s
alpha as a coefficient correlation value. Without considering the direction
of coefficient value, it indicates the strength of the association. That is,
whether positive or negative, the closer the value of coefficient correlation
is to 1.00 or -1.00, the stronger the relationship (O’Sullivan et al., 2003).
All measurement scales showed acceptable alpha coefficients which
indicate that items of variables in current study have construct validity.
Convergent validity indicates the measures of constructs that show
similarities with the theoretical background of the related concept.
Conversely, discriminant validity indicates the absence of similarities
with the theoretical background of the related concept. That is, there is
no correlation between the variable and items which are not assigned for
that particular variable.
To meet the requirements for discriminant and convergent validity,
loading items of the measurement scale should load at least 0.60 for
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their corresponding components, and should not load more than 0.40 for
other components (Nunnally, 1978; & Straub, 1989). Comrey & Lee
(1992) argue that if the amount of loading is smaller than .32, it is
regarded as poor loading, while it is fair when the main loadings are
greater than .45.
In the current study, most of the loading values are within the
limit of the defined criterion. None of the values are loading more than
0.40 for other components. Although a few items have lower factor
loadings than 0.45, they were returned.
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis
Testing Assumptions
In this study, organizational citizenship behavior is the dependent
variable. Other variables (job satisfaction, affective commitment,
normative commitment, continuance commitment, distributive justice,
procedural justice and interactional justice) are the independent
variables. Meeting assumptions is essential for achieving the best linear
estimation pattern between variables. The hierarchical (sequential)
multiple regression includes some assumptions to meet before
conducting further statistical analysis:
•

The number of cases is supposed to be more than the number of
independent variables.
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•

Meeting normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity of residuals.

•

Absence of outliers among the independent variables and on the
dependent variable.

•

Absence of multicollinearity and singularity (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007).
The first assumption is having more cases than the number of

independent variables. In this study, the number of independent
variables was 12 (twelve) including demographic variables and the
number of cases was 879. Therefore, the first assumption is met.
Secondly, the research has to meet the normality, linearity, and
homoscedasticity assumptions. Since the dataset of this study included a
relatively large sample size, while observing linearity, normality, and
homoscedasticity, the researcher focused on histograms and regression
plots rather than examining skewness and, kurtosis values for variables.
According to Figure 5, the frequency histogram of regression
standardized residuals are within the limits. The expected normal
probability plots showed that the points for the cases fall along the
diagonal running from lower left to upper right. Some minor deviations
are observed due to the random processes. In spite of having some minor
deviations, the entire points are evenly distributed both above and below
of the horizontal line. Scores did not cluster on the right or left side of the
plot, and shows approximate rectangular shape. Therefore, because of
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the absence of the extreme clustering, the researcher concluded that the
actual distribution was normal and dependent and independent
variables met normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity assumptions.

Figure 5
Histograms for Testing Assumptions
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According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), the criterion for
multivariate outliers is Mahalanobis distance at p< .001. Distance was
evaluated as chi-square with degrees of freedom equal to the number of
variables. Having the chi-square value equal 32.909 for df=12, the
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researcher detected seven cases (#745, #820, #775, #696, and #292,
(#401, and #347) with extreme high values. However, these seven cases
that are identified as outliers were not dropped from the dataset because
of their potential to influence the generalizability of the study.
In order to detect high correlation between two or more
independent variables, collinearity diagnostics in hierarchical multiple
regression analysis was performed. First, the researcher focused on
tolerance level. Tolerance is (1 – SMC). When the tolerance approaches
zero, the independent variable that serves as a dependent variable shows
a high relation to the other IVs (Fidell and Tabachnick, 2001). That is,
when the SMC is high, there is suspicion of collinearity.
In the coefficient table, the tolerance values were (.437) for job
satisfaction, (.693) for affective commitment, (.914) for continuance
commitment, (.754) for normative commitment, (.589) for distributive
justice, (.491) for procedural justice, and (.514) for procedural justice.
Among variables, only affective commitment’s tolerance level values
(.914) seemed close to zero (0). None of the other values seemed close to
zero (0) which indicates no sign or suspicion for a collinearity problem.
However, tolerance values were not enough alone to declare the absence
of a collinearity problem. So, further examinations were needed to ensure
the absence of collinearity.
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Following the examination of tolerance level, the researcher turned
his attention to the VIF values. When the VIF value is larger than 4.0,
there may be a collinearity problem (Fidell & Tabachnick, 2007). In the
coefficient table, VIF values were (2.288) for job satisfaction, (1.443) for
affective commitment, (1.094) for continuance commitment, (1.326) for
normative commitment, (1.699) for distributive justice, (2.037) for
procedural justice, and (1.944) for interactional justice. None of the VIF
values seemed greater than 4.0 which indicate no sign or suspicion for a
collinearity problem.
Next, the researcher focused on the condition index. When the
condition index value is larger than 30, there is suspicion for collinearity
(Fidell & Tabachnick, 2007). The condition index value (26.259) for this
study seemed smaller than 30 which suggest no indication of a
collinearity problem.

However, these three indications (tolerance level,

VIF, and condition index) were not enough alone to declare the absence
of collinearity problem. As a final step, the researcher performed
correlation matrix analysis, and focused on the independent variables to
identify that correlation coefficients between the independent variables
are high (greater than .90). None of the correlation coefficient values was
greater than .90 which indicates no collinearity concerns. The researcher
concluded that multicollinearity was not a problem in this study, and
there was no need to exclude any variables from the model.
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Table 26
Collinearity Diagnostic Results

Variable

Tolerance Level

VIF Values

Condition Index

OCB (Constant)

---

---

1.000

Job Satisfaction

.437

2.288

7.767

Affective Commitment

.693

1.443

11.168

Continuance Commitment

.914

1.094

16.309

Normative Commitment

.754

1.326

18.101

Distributive Justice

.589

1.699

18.807

Procedural Justice

.491

2.037

20.508

Interactional Justice

.514

1.945

26.259

Interpretation of the Regression Analysis Results
Following the multicollinearity analysis, the researcher ran a
hierarchical multiple regression analysis to reveal the relationship
between the independent and dependent variables. Seven independent
variables (job satisfaction, affective commitment, continuance
commitment, normative commitment, distributive justice, procedural
justice, and interactional justice), and five demographic variables
(gender, age, education, experience, and assignment type) were included
in the analysis.
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While performing the analysis, in addition to the number of
independent variables, the researcher paid attention to the order in
which these variables were entered into the analysis.
A hierarchical (sequential) model was performed by taking previous
findings into consideration. In accordance with the previous literature,
all demographic variables were entered into the model at the first step.
Then, job satisfaction was entered into the model. For the following
steps, a sequential method was adopted for affective commitment (third
step), continuance commitment (fourth step), normative commitment
(fifth step), distributive justice (sixth step), procedural justice (seventh
step), and interactional justice (eighth step).
To interpret the results, the researcher focused on an ANOVA
table, coefficients table, model summary table, and excluded variables
table. As a result of running a hierarchical multiple regression analysis,
the researcher confronted eight different models.
The Overall Assessment of the Models
The first ANOVA model, that includes entry of set of demographic
variables (gender, age, education, experience, and assignment type),
resulted in an F ratio of 0.900 with a p value > .05. As the significant F
change level was .480, the first model is not statistically significant.
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The second model, which includes the addition of job satisfaction,
resulted in an F ratio of 10.186 with a p value < .05. The significant F
change level was .000. That is, the addition of job satisfaction resulted in
an overall significant prediction. In the third model, the addition of
affective commitment resulted in an F ratio of 17.412 with a p value <
.05. As the Significant F Change level was .000, the third model was
significant. In the fourth model, continuance commitment was added
into the model. The results showed that the entry of continuance
commitment resulted in an F ratio of 16.289 with a p value > .05. As the
significant F change level was .000, the fourth model was also
significant. The fifth model included the last commitment dimension,
normative commitment, resulting in an F ratio of 15.4593 with a p value
< .05. As the significant F change level was .000, the fifth model yielded a
significant prediction equation. In the sixth model, the first dimension of
organizational justice (distributive justice) was added into the model. The
results showed that the entry of distributive justice resulted in an F ratio
of 16.377 with a p value < .05. As the significant F change level was .000,
the sixth model was significant. In the seventh model, which includes the
addition of procedural justice resulted in an F ratio of 15.399 with a p
value < .05. The significant F change level was .000. That is, the seventh
model produced a significant prediction equation. Finally, in the eighth
model, the entry of interactional justice resulted in an F ratio of 14.304
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with a p value < .05. As the significant F change level was .000, the last
model was also significant. As shown in Table 27, except for the first
model, all models were significant.

Table 27
Overall Assessment of the Models
MODEL

VARIABLE

F
.900

Significance Level (p)

1

Demographic Variables

.480

2

Job Satisfaction (JS)

10.186

.000***

3

Affective Commitment (AC)

17.412

.000***

4

Continuance Commitment (CC)

16.289

.000***

5

Normative Commitment (NC)

15.459

.000***

6

Distributive Justice (DJ)

16.377

.000***

7

Procedural Justice (PJ)

15.399

.000***

8

Interactional Justice (IJ)

14.304

.000***

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

The Model Summaries and Creation of Equations
In the first model, the value of R which measures the strength of
the relationship between the observed value and the predicted value of
the dependent variable (organizational citizenship behavior) is .072. As
the R value is low (lower than .6), the relationship between the
demographic variables and OCB is weak. According to the R Square, the
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explanatory power of the model is .005. This means that the 0.5 percent
of the variance in the dependent variable (OCB) is explained by the
demographic variables. Because the R square change (∆ R 2 ) associated
with a dependent variable is small (.005), the demographic variables are
not a good predictor of OCB. The F value for the demographic variables is
.900. Because the F value does not exceed critical F with 5 and 873 df,
the demographic variables are not significantly improving the equation in
the first step. As the significant F change level is .480 (p > .05), the
relationship between the demographic variables and OCB is not
significant.
The hierarchical multiple regression generated B values which
indicates the slope or weighed constant for the variable (George &
Mallery, 2003). That is, B values give a measure of the contribution of
each variable to the model. A large value indicates that a unit change in
the independent variable has a large effect on the dependent variable.
For the first model, the equation is:
OCB = 4.113 - .051*Gender + .016*Age + .021*Education - .006*Experience + .010*Assignment
This equation shows that a unit change in gender has a .051 effect
on OCB. Similarly, other demographic variables’ effects on the OCB are
(.016) for age, (.021) for education, (.006) for experience, and (.010) for
assignment. The t and significant values give a rough indication of the
impact of each independent variable. A big absolute t value and small
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significant value suggests that an independent variable is having a large
impact on the dependent variable. As the t values are very low and high
significant values in this step, demographic variables have a very weak
(almost none) impact on OCB.
In the second model, the value of R is .256, which indicates
relatively improved relationship between independent and dependent
variables. R Square is .065 which indicates an increase in ( R 2 ) value
(.065- .005= .06). This means that 6 percent of the variance in the
dependent variable (OCB) is explained by job satisfaction after controlling
for the demographic variables. Because the R square change (∆ R 2 )
associated with a dependent variable is large, job satisfaction is regarded
as a good predictor of organizational citizenship behavior.
With an F value of 56.331, job satisfaction is making an important
contribution to the equation in the second step. As the significant F
change level is .000 (p < .05), the relationship between job satisfaction
and OCB is significant. The equation for the second model is:
OCB = 3.686 - .060*Gender + .018*Age + .028*Education - .005*Experience + .014*Assignment
+ .134*Job Satisfaction
The second equation indicates that a unit change in job
satisfaction has a .134 effect on the OCB. As the t values are very high
(7.505) and is significant (.000), job satisfaction has a very high impact
on OCB.
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In the third model, the value of R is increased to .350, which
indicates a relatively improved relationship ( R 2 is .123). With an increase
in R 2 of .057, 5.7 percent of the variance in OCB is explained by affective
commitment. Because the R square change (∆ R 2 ) associated with the
dependent variable is large, affective commitment is a good predictor for
OCB. As the significant F change level is .000 (p < .05), the relationship
between affective commitment and OCB is significant. For the third
model, the equation is:
OCB = 3.382 - .084*Gender + .010*Age + .026*Education - .004*Experience + .018*Assignment
+ .070*Job Satisfaction + .157*Affective Commitment
This equation shows that a unit change in affective commitment
has a .157 effect on the OCB. As the t values are very high (7.540) and
low significant value (.000), affective commitment has a very high impact
on OCB.
In the fourth model, the value of R is .361, which indicates a little
improvement in relationship ( R 2 is .130). With an increase in R 2 of .008,
0.8 percent of the variance in OCB is explained by continuance
commitment. Because the R square change (∆ R 2 ) associated with the
dependent variable is large, continuance commitment is a good predictor
for OCB. As significant F change level was .006 (p < .05), the relationship
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between continuance commitment and OCB is significant. The equation
for the fourth model is:
OCB = 3.209 - .083*Gender + .010*Age + .029*Education - .003*Experience + .017*Assignment
+ .068*Job Satisfaction + .145*Affective Commitment + .060*Continuance Commitment
This equation shows that a unit change in continuance
commitment has a .06 effect on the OCB. As the t values are not very
high (2.741) and relatively low significant value (.006), continuance
commitment has a relatively low impact on OCB.
In the fifth model, the value of R is .371, which indicates a
relatively improved relationship. With an increase R 2 of .138, 0.8 percent
of the variance in OCB is explained by normative commitment. Because
the R square change (∆ R 2 ) associated with the dependent variable is
relatively large, normative commitment is a good predictor of OCB. As
significant F change level is .005 (p < .05), the relationship between
normative commitment and OCB is significant. For the fifth model, the
equation is:
OCB = 3.111 - .078*Gender + .007*Age + .029*Education - .001*Experience + .017*Assignment
+ .058*Job Satisfaction + .126*Affective Commitment + .054*Continuance Commitment +
.069*Normative Commitment
This equation shows that a unit change in normative commitment
has a .69 effect on the OCB. As the t values are not very high (2.793) and

199

low significant value (.005), normative commitment has a moderate
impact on OCB.
In the sixth model, the value of R is .398, which indicates a
relatively improved relationship ( R 2 is .159). With an increase in R 2 value
(.021), 2.1 percent of the variance in OCB is explained by distributive
justice. Because the R square change (∆ R 2 ) associated with the
dependent variable is relatively large, distributive justice is a good
predictor of OCB. As the significant F change level is .000 (p < .05), the
relationship between distributive justice and OCB is significant. The
equation is:
OCB = 3.111 - .070*Gender + .012*Age + .025*Education - .007*Experience + .017*Assignment
+ .0114*Job Satisfaction + .119*Affective Commitment + .055*Continuance Commitment +
.078*Normative Commitment - .069*Distributive Justice
This equation shows that a unit change in distributive justice has
a .069 effect on the OCB. As the t values are very high (-4.624) and low
significant value (.000), distributive justice has a moderate impact on
OCB.
In the seventh model, the value of R is increased .404, which
indicates a relatively low improved relationship ( R 2 is .163). With an
increase in R 2 of .005, 0.05 percent of the variance in the dependent
variable is explained by procedural justice. Because the R square change
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2

(∆ R ) associated with the dependent variable is small, procedural justice

is a good predictor of OCB. However, as the significant F change level is
.027 (p < .05), the relationship between procedural justice and OCB is
significant. For the seventh model, the equation is:
OCB = 3.049 - .077*Gender + .011*Age + .026*Education - .005*Experience + .017*Assignment
+ .096*Job Satisfaction + .114*Affective Commitment + .059*Continuance Commitment +
.070*Normative Commitment - .080*Distributive Justice + .063*Procedural Justice
This equation shows that a unit change in procedural justice has a
.063 effect on the OCB. As the t values are relatively high (2.210) and low
significant value (.027), procedural justice has a low impact on OCB.
Finally, in the last model, the value of R is .407, which indicates a
little improvement in relationship ( R 2 is .165). With an increase in R 2 of
(.002), 0.2 percent of the variance in OCB is explained by interactional
justice. Because the R square change (∆ R 2 ) associated with the
dependent variable is small, interactional justice is not a good predictor
of OCB. As the significant F change level is .152 (p >.05), the relationship
between interactional justice and OCB is not significant. For the last
model, the equation is:
OCB = 3.030 - .081*Gender + .011*Age + .026*Education - .005*Experience + .016*Assignment
+ .107*Job Satisfaction + .115*Affective Commitment + .061*Continuance Commitment +
.72*Normative Commitment - .078*Distributive Justice + .077*Procedural Justice - .024*Interactional
Justice
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This equation shows that a unit change in interactional justice has
a -.024 effect on the OCB. As the t values are low (-1.432) and high
significant value (.152), procedural justice has a very weak impact on
OCB. The results for the analysis are presented in Table 28.

Table 28
Model Summaries
MODEL

2

B

β

(R )

(∆
∆ R2 )

Gender

-.081

-.030

.005

.005

.368

Age

.011

.026

…

…

.604

Education Level

.026

.042

…

…

.209

Experiment

-.005

-.017

…

…

.730

Assignment Type

.016

.027

…

…

.428

2

Job Satisfaction

.107

.246

.065

.060

.000***

3

Affective Commitment

.115

.269

.123

.057

.000***

4

Continuance Commitment

.061

.090

.130

.008

.006**

5

Normative Commitment

.072

.100

.138

.008

.005**

6

Distributive Justice

-.078

-.179

.159

.021

.000***

7

Procedural Justice

.077

.093

.163

.005

.027*

8

Interactional Justice

-.024

-.062

.165

.002

.152

1

VARIABLE

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Sig. (p)
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Comparison of Regression Results between Police Regions
In Region I, the first model represents the entry of the set of
demographic variables. The results show that Model 1 (demographic
variables) account for 2.1 percent of the variance in OCB. Entry of job
satisfaction resulted in R square change (∆ R 2 ) of .059. That is, the entry
of job satisfaction increased the explained variance in OCB by 5.9
percent to a total of 8.1 percent.
In models three through five, organizational commitment
dimensions were added one by one into the equation. In the third model,
affective commitment was added into the model, and it accounted for 5.3
percent of the variance in OCB. However, the entry of continuance
commitment resulted in an R square change (∆ R 2 ) of .002. That is, the
entry of continuance commitment weakly increased the explained
variance in OCB by only .02 percent to a total of 12 percent. This result
shows that continuance commitment is not a good predictor for OCB.
Finally, in the fifth model, normative commitment was entered, and the R
Square is .141. There is an increase in ( R 2 ) value (.005). This shows that
the 0.5 percent of the variance in OCB is explained by normative
commitment. Whereas affective commitment is the more powerful
predictor for OCB (5.3 percent), normative commitment explains a
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relatively low amount (0.5 percent) of variance. Similarly, continuance
commitment explains very little of the variance in OCB (.02 percent).
In models six through eight, three organizational justice
dimensions were included into the equation. In the sixth model,
distributive justice was added into the model, and it accounted for 3.4
percent of the variance in OCB. On the other hand, the entry of
procedural justice resulted in an R square change (∆ R 2 ) of .011. The
entry of procedural justice moderately increased the explained variance
in OCB by 1.1 percent to a total of 18.7 percent. Finally, in the eighth
model, interactional justice was entered and this resulted in a total R
square of .189, a very weak increase in the R 2 value (.002). This result
shows that only 0.2 percent of the variance in OCB is explained by
interactional justice. In sum, distributive justice is the most powerful
predictor for OCB (3.4 percent), procedural justice explains a relatively
low amount (1.1 percent) of variance, and interactional justice explains
very little variance in OCB (0.2 percent).
In Region II, the first model entry of the set of demographic
variable accounted for 2.3 percent of the variance in OCB. However, the
entry of job satisfaction resulted in a sharp R square change (∆ R 2 ) of
.061. That is, the entry of job satisfaction increased the explained
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variance in OCB by 6.1 percent and the total explained variance to 8.4
percent.
In the third model, affective commitment was added into the
model, and it accounted for 6.7 percent of the variance in OCB. However,
the entry of continuance commitment resulted in an R square change (∆

R 2 ) of .015 (1.5 percent) which indicates a moderate increase in the
amount of explained variance. Finally, in the fifth model, normative
commitment was entered and the R Square was .173, which shows 0.9
percent of the variance in OCB.
In the sixth model, distributive justice was added into the model
and it accounted for 1.1 percent of the variance in OCB. On the other
hand, the entry of procedural justice resulted in no R square change.
Finally, in the last model, interactional justice was entered, and the R
Square was .186, which indicates a very weak increase. This shows that
only 0.2 percent of the variance is explained by interactional justice.

Table 29
Model Summaries for Regions
MODEL

VARIABLE

REGION I

REGION II

∆ R2 ) Sig.
( R 2 ) (∆

( R2 )

(∆
∆ R2 ) Sig.

1

Demographic Variables

.021

.021

.075

.023

.023

.093

2

Job Satisfaction

.081

.059

.000***

.084

.061

.000***
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3

Affective Commitment

.134

.053

.000***

.150

.067

.000***

4

Continuance Commit.

.135

.002

.327

.165

.015

.008**

5

Normative Commit.

.141

.005

.099

.173

.009

.042*

6

Distributive Justice

.175

.034

.000***

.184

.011

.020*

7

Procedural Justice

.187

.011

.012**

.184

.000

.812

8

Interactional Justice

.189

.002

.280

.186

.002

.372

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Hypotheses Testing
In this study, the hypotheses were tested by using
hierarchical/sequential multiple regression analysis. Organizational
citizenship behavior is the dependent variable; and job satisfaction,
organizational commitment (affective, continuance, and normative), and
organizational justice (distributive, procedural, and interactional) are the
independent variables. The results of the hypotheses testing were
presented in Table 22.
H1: There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when controlling
for the demographic variables of years of service, assignment type,
education, and gender.
Hypothesis 1 investigated the positive relationship between job
satisfaction and the perceptions of organizational citizenship behavior. A

206

hierarchical regression analysis was used to test this hypothesis.
Following the entrance of demographic variables into the equation, in the
second model, job satisfaction was entered into the equation after
controlling for demographic variables. The job satisfaction was added in
Step 2 and resulted in a significant increase in the multiple correlation
(R2 change=.060; p<.001). Consistent with hypothesis 1, “there is a
positive relationship between job satisfaction and OCB” was strongly
supported. This result is consistent with the previous findings which
indicate a positive linkage between job satisfaction and OCB (Bateman &
Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983; Puffer, 1987; Organ & Konovsky, 1989;
Organ & Lingl, 1995; Tang & Ibrahim, 1998; Bettencourt et al. 2001; and
Organ & Ryan, 1995).
H2a: There is a positive relationship between affective commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when controlling
for the demographic variables of years of service, assignment type,
education, and gender.
Hypothesis H2a tested the relationship between affective
commitment and perceptions of OCB. Affective commitment was
included in the third step of the hierarchical regression analysis.
Supporting Hypothesis H2a, affective commitment contributed relatively
large variance, as evidenced by a significant change in R2 from the

207

second block to the third block in the regression analysis (R2
change=.057, p<.000). In previous literature, a positive relationship
between affective commitment and OCB was found by many researchers
(Bolon, 1997; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; Organ
& Ryan, 1995; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986; Schappe, 1998). This study is
consistent with the existing literature.
H2b: There is a positive relationship between normative commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when controlling
for the demographic variables of years of service, assignment type,
education, and gender.
Hypothesis H2b concerned the relationship between normative
commitment and the perceptions of OCB. Normative commitment was
included in the fifth step of the hierarchical regression analysis. The
result supported Hypothesis H2b as normative commitment explained
moderate variance in OCB (R2 change=.008, p<.01). Parallel to previous
findings (Meyer et al., 2002; Organ & Ryan, 1995; and Bolon, 1997), a
positive relationship between normative commitment and organizational
citizenship behavior was moderately supported by the collected data.
H2c: There is no relationship between continuance commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when controlling
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for the demographic variables of years of service, assignment type,
education, and gender.
Hypothesis H2c examined the relationship between continuance
commitment and the perceptions of OCB. In response to Hypothesis H2c,
a hierarchical regression analysis was used and continuance
commitment was entered into the equation in the fourth step. The result
was not supported as continuance commitment explained moderate
variance in OCB (R2 change=.008, p<.01). Continuance commitment
contributed slightly to the prediction of OCB (R2 change=.008, p<.01).
Contrary to previous literature findings such as Meyer & Herscovitch’s
(2001) study, this study found no correlation between continuance
commitment and OCB.
H2d: Affective commitment has a greater effect on organizational
citizenship behavior than normative commitment among TNP employees
when controlling for the demographic variables of years of service,
assignment type, education, and gender.
Hypothesis H2d investigated the comparison among organizational
commitment dimensions and their relationship with OCB. According to
the hierarchical regression analysis results, 5.7 percent of the variance
in the dependent variable (OCB) was explained by affective commitment.
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Only the 0.8 percent of the variance in the dependent variable was
explained by normative commitment. Because the R square change in
affective commitment (∆ R 2 =.057) associated with the dependent variable
was larger than the change in normative commitment (∆ R 2 =.008),
affective commitment has greater influence on OCB than normative
commitment. Hypothesis H2d is strongly supported.
H3a: There is a positive relationship between distributive justice and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when controlling
for the demographic variables of years of service, assignment type,
education, and gender.
Hypothesis H3a tested the relationship between distributive justice
and the perceptions of OCB. The hypothesis H3a was assessed by using
hierarchical regression. Distributive justice was included in the sixth
step of the hierarchical regression analysis. Supporting Hypothesis H3a,
distributive justice contributed relatively large variance, as evidenced by
a significant change in the R2 (R2 change=.021, p<.001). This result also
showed consistency with previous findings which indicate the existence
of a positive linkage between distributive justice and OCB (Konovsky &
Pugh, 1994; Lind & Early, 1991; Moorman et al., 1998; Niehoff &
Moorman, 1993; Organ & Konovsky, 1989; Organ & Ryan, 1995;
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Williams et al., 2002). Hypothesis H3a is strongly supported by the
collected data of this study.
H3b: There is a positive relationship between procedural justice and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when controlling
for the demographic variables of years of service, assignment type,
education, and gender.
Hypothesis H3b concerned the relationship between procedural
justice and the perceptions of OCB. Procedural justice was included in
the seventh step of the hierarchical regression analysis. The result
supported Hypothesis H3b as procedural justice explained moderate
variance in organizational citizenship behaviors (R2 change=.005, p<.05).
Parallel to previous findings (Moorman, 1991; Moorman, Niehoff, &
Organ, 1993; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Farh, Earley& Lin, 1997), a
positive relationship between procedural justice and OCB was
moderately supported by the collected data of this study.
H3c: There is no relationship between interactional justice and
organizational citizenship behavior among TNP employees when controlling
for the demographic variables of years of service, assignment type,
education, and gender.
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Hypothesis H3c investigated the relationship between interactional
justice and the perceptions of OCB. In response to Hypothesis H3c, a
hierarchical regression analysis was used to assess the positive
relationship between interaction justice and OCB. Interactional justice
was entered into the equation in the last (eight) step. However, it failed to
contribute significantly to the prediction of OCB (R2 change=.002, p>.05).
Hypothesis H3c was strongly supported by the collected data of this
study.
H3d: Distributive justice has a greater effect on organizational citizenship
behavior than procedural justice among TNP employees when controlling
for the demographic variables of years of service, assignment type,
education, and gender.
Hypothesis H3d tested the comparison among organizational
justice dimensions and their relationship with OCB. According to the
hierarchical regression analysis results, 2.1 percent of the variance in
the dependent variable (OCB) was explained by distributive justice. On
the other hand, only 0.5 percent of the variance in OCB was explained by
procedural justice. Because the R square change in distributive justice (∆

R 2 =.021) associated with a dependent variable was larger than the
change in procedural justice (∆ R 2 =.005), distributive justice predicts
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more of the variance in OCB than procedural justice. Hypothesis H3d
was strongly supported by the collected data.
H4a: In region I cities (Istanbul and Ankara), job satisfaction has a greater
effect on organizational citizenship behavior than in Region II cities
(Diyarbakır and Malatya).
Hypothesis H4a investigated the comparison between Region I and
Region II with respect to a relationship between job satisfaction and
perceptions of OCB. In Region I, the entry of job satisfaction into the
equation increased the explained variance in OCB by 5.9 percent to a
total of 8.1 percent. In Region II, however, the entry of job satisfaction
resulted in an R square change (∆ R 2 ) of .061. Job satisfaction increased
the explained variance in OCB by 6.1 percent, and the total explained
variance was 8.4 percent. Hypothesis H4a is not supported by the
collected data.
H4b: In region I cities (Istanbul and Ankara), organizational commitment
has a greater effect on organizational citizenship behavior than in Region II
cities (Diyarbakır and Malatya).
Hypothesis H4b tested the comparison between Region I and
Region II with respect to the relationship between organizational
commitment and perceptions of organizational citizenship behavior. In
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Region I, the entry of organizational commitment dimensions into the
equation increased the explained variance in OCB by 6.0 percent to a
total of 14.1 percent. In Region II, however, the entry of organizational
commitment dimensions resulted in an R square change (∆ R 2 ) of .090.
Adding commitment dimensions increased the explained variance in OCB
by 9 percent and the total explained variance was 17.3 percent.
Hypothesis H4b, which states greater organizational commitment
influences on OCB in Region I was not supported by the collected data.
H4c: In region I cities (Istanbul and Ankara), organizational justice has a
greater effect on organizational citizenship behavior than in Region II cities
(Diyarbakır and Malatya).
Hypothesis H4c concerned the comparison between Region I and
Region II with respect to the relationship between organizational justice
and the perceptions of OCB. In Region I, the entry of organizational
justice dimensions into the equation increased the explained variance in
OCB by 4.8 percent to a total of 18.9 percent. In Region II, however, the
entry of organizational justice dimensions resulted in an R square
change of .013. Adding commitment dimensions increased the explained
variance in OCB by 1.3 percent and the total explained variance to 18.6
percent. Hypothesis H4c is supported by the collected data.
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Table 30
Summary of Hypothesis Testing
HYPOTHESIS

H1: There is a positive relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
citizenship behavior
H2a: There is a positive relationship between affective commitment and organizational
citizenship behavior
H2b: There is a positive relationship between normative commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior
H2c: There is no relationship between continuance commitment and organizational
citizenship behavior
H2d: Affective commitment has a greater effect on organizational citizenship behavior
than normative commitment
H3a: There is a positive relationship between distributive justice and organizational
citizenship behavior
H3b: There is a positive relationship between procedural justice and organizational
citizenship behavior
H3c: There is a no relationship between interactional justice and organizational
citizenship behavior
H3d: Distributive justice has a greater effect on organizational citizenship behavior than
procedural justice
H4a: In region I cities (Istanbul and Ankara), job satisfaction has a greater effect on
organizational citizenship behavior than in Region II cities Diyarbakır and Malatya)
H4b: In region I cities (Istanbul and Ankara), organizational commitment has a greater
effect on organizational citizenship behavior than in Region II cities Diyarbakır and
Malatya)
H4c: In region I cities (Istanbul and Ankara), organizational justice has a greater effect
on organizational citizenship behavior than in Region II cities Diyarbakır and Malatya)

RESULT

Strongly
Supported
Strongly
Supported
Moderately
Supported
Not
Supported
Strongly
Supported
Strongly
Supported
Moderately
Supported
Strongly
Supported
Strongly
Supported
Not
Supported
Not
Supported
Strongly
Supported

CHAPTER 5 - DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Chapter 5 presents a discussion of the key findings of statistical
analysis. Specifically, the influences of attitudinal factors on
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and differences in the results
between two police regions of the Turkish National Police (TNP) are
analytically evaluated followed by a summary of both theoretical and
practical (public policy) implications. Finally, limitations of the study,
recommendations for future studies, and final conclusions are offered.
Discussion of the Research Findings
The researcher proposed a number of variables that may shed light
on the attitudinal determinants of OCB in two cities from each TNP
region by testing whether employees’ extra role behaviors are influenced
by attitudinal factors, namely job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and organizational justice. Next, a discussion concerning
how findings of the study differ and to what extent they can be
generalized to the two police regions of Turkey with a focus on four main
constructs: (a) the relative influences that demographic variables have on
TNP members’ citizenship behaviors; (b) the role that job satisfaction
plays in predicting citizenship behaviors of TNP members; (c) the
relationship between organizational commitment and OCB perceptions of

215

216

TNP members; and (d) the relationship between organizational justice
and OCB perceptions of TNP members.
The Influences of Demographic Variables on OCB
Before addressing the influences of attitudinal factors on OCB, the
impact of demographic variables on citizenship behavior is presented.
Findings demonstrate that gender, age, educational level, experiences,
and assignment type have no significant influence (.480) on how TNP
employees perceive OCB. Specifically, the significance levels include .368
for gender, .604 for age, .209 for educational level, .730 for experience,
and .428 for assignment type. Consistent with the previous literature,
the findings of statistical analysis did not provide evidence to indicate a
relationship between demographic variables and OCB in TNP.
The Relationship between Job Satisfaction and OCB
To reveal the relationship between Job Satisfaction and OCB in the
analysis, the first question posed was: “Does Job Satisfaction influence
how TNP members perceive OCB?” The findings clearly support the
prediction that Job Satisfaction reveals a considerable amount of
variance in OCB (R2 change = .060, F = 56.331, p < .001). With respect to
differences between regions, members who work in Region I cities
reported a lower level of job satisfaction (R2 change = .059, F = 29.663, p
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< .001) than members from Region II cities (R2 change = .061, F =
26.943, p < .001).
These results suggest that as TNP employees from both regions
have more job satisfaction, they produce an extra effort to increase their
citizenship behavior. By the same token, if employees experience
dissatisfaction when compared to other employees, they are more likely
to display less citizenship behavior. For example, if an organization
provides positive and pleasing psychological conditions that are
encouraged by performance appraisal and constructive experiences, TNP
employees tend to display more discretionary behavior designed to
enhance their overall organizational performance.
The power of job satisfaction to predict OCB is lower in Region I
when compared to Region II. The explanation for this difference might
possibly be due to the lack of job satisfiers provided to Region I members.
In other words, consistent with the social exchange theory, TNP officials
who work in Region I cities were not offered an adequate level of
appropriate working conditions such as recognition, salary, interpersonal
relations, and advancement; therefore, they failed to look for
opportunities to reciprocate by doing their best for the sake of the
organization’s overall performance. In seeking out various ways to
increase extra role perceptions held by employees, TNP managers should
place greater emphasis on providing job satisfaction that encourages
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positive and constructive social behaviors, namely a willingness to
complete given tasks without considering time or individual
inconvenience.
The Relationship between Organizational Commitment and OCB
The second question was designed to determine to what extent
does organizational commitment affect the perception of citizenship
behavior held by TNP members? The correlations between affective
commitment (R2 change = .057, F = 56.853, p < .001) and OCB is
significant. Not surprising and consistent with previous literature, the
remaining organizational commitment dimensions consisting of
continuance commitment (R2 change = .080, F = 7.513, p < .01) and
normative commitment (R2 change = .008, F = 7.802, p < .01) did not
produce a powerful significance level with OCB. Moreover, according to
Meyer et al. (2002), there is no relationship between OCB and
continuance commitment.
However, members who work in Region I cities report lower levels
of affective commitment (R2 change = .053, F = 27.932, p < .001) than
members from Region II cities (R2 change = .067, F = 31.721, p < .001).
With respect to continuance commitment, whereas TNP employees who
work in Region I reported a very low level (R2 change = .002, F = 0.961, p
> .05), a relatively high level (R2 change = .015, F = 7.040, p < .01) was
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reported by members from Region II. Finally, normative commitment
scores showed similar trends for both regions. Correlation results were
(R2 change = .005, F = 21.734, p > .05) in Region I, and (R2 change =
.009, F = 4.158, p < .05) in Region II.
Three rationales can be offered to explain the relationship between
the three dimensions of organizational commitment and OCB. First is the
possibility that emotional attachment by TNP members to their
organization can strongly improve citizenship behavior. Because affective
commitment is emotional in nature, the findings confirmed that
members from both regions had concrete acceptance of values and goals
in addition to a powerful desire to contribute more to TNP’s overall
performance. However, the affective commitment tendency by members
revealed a slight difference between regions that could perhaps be
interpreted to mean that because Region I cities have higher
socioeconomic conditions and thus more opportunities to seek
alternative work as opposed to a strong sense of feeling toward
organizational attachment and a willingness to continue serving within
TNP, they may seek out better working conditions and demand more
from their organization. However, in Region II which offers poor
socioeconomic conditions and less alternative job opportunities,
employees showed a relatively stronger attachment to their organization
and more aspiration to remain within TNP.
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These results demonstrate that affective commitment can be
utilized as a main tool for TNP managers to increase employee
engagement in citizenship behavior. To enhance extra role behavior
perceptions, affective commitment can ensure that emotional attachment
to the organization should be given more importance than continuance
and normative commitment.
The second rationale centered on the normative commitment
perceptions held by TNP members. Unlike affective commitment,
normative commitment did not represent a good dimension in predicting
citizenship behavior. In both regions, normative commitment requires
the feeling of ethical consideration in a social context that forces
employees to remain within the organization. However, TNP members
who work in Region II were more likely to feel obligated to remain within
the organization when compared to Region I where relatively less
normative commitment tendency is visible, or, in other words, there is
less likelihood for members to be influenced by citizenship behavior
perceptions.
Finally, the third rationale was the possibility that TNP members
may fear losing their economic or social benefits that, in turn, influence
their perceptions regarding citizenship behavior. The results of
correlation analysis between continuance commitment and OCB can be
interpreted to mean that because employees from Region I showed a low
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level of continuance commitment, they did not identify with their
organizations due to the possible risk of giving up their current economic
or social benefits that might include the fear of being laid off or losing
fringe benefits. That is, very little continuance commitment tendency was
visible among members, and it would be less likely to influence
citizenship behavior perception of members in Region I. In Region II,
however, the relationship between continuance commitment and OCB
was significant and thus more likely to influence the perceptions of
citizenship behavior by TNP members.
These findings are important given that different commitment
profiles may serve as alternative avenues for adapting more appropriate
constructs to improve the perceptions of citizenship behavior. In this
context, more importance should be placed on the pivotal role played by
affective commitment as a tool to increase the frequency of OCBs. As a
result, in an effort to promote the perceptions of citizenship behavior
among employees, TNP managers should be aware of the different
predicting powers of the organizational commitment dimensions, and the
priority for initiatives should be given to affective commitment in both
regions.
The Relationship between Organizational Justice and OCB
Because little is known about whether the demonstration of justice
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practices can be translated into extra role behaviors, one must fully
understand the relationship between organizational justice and
citizenship behavior as perceived by TNP members. A third question was:
“Do employees who are satisfied with the amount of their organization’s
justice practices demonstrate a similar level of citizenship behavior when
compared to those who suffer from a lack of justice practices?”
The correlations between distributive justice (R2 change = 021, F =
21.377, p < .001) and procedural justice (R2 change = .005, F = 4.884, p
< .05) on OCB were significant. However, interactional justice (R2 change
= .002, F = 2.051, p > .05) did not produce an adequate level of
significance.
On the other hand, members who work in Region I cities reported higher
levels of distributive justice (R2 change = .034, F = 18.988, p < .001) than
members from Region II cities (R2 change = .011, F = 5.412, p < .05).
Similarly, employees who work in Region I cities reported a relatively
higher level of procedural justice (R2 change = .011, F = 6.402, p < .05)
when compared to Region II cities (R2 change = .000, F = 0.057, p > .05).
With respect to interactional justice, TNP members tended to show
similar trends in both regions. For example, correlation results were (R2
change = .002, F = 1.171, p > .05) in Region I, and (R2 change = .002, F =
0.797, p > .05) in Region II.
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Due to the humanistic nature of TNP employees, they tend to be
very curious and therefore want to know the current distribution of their
organization’s resources. In other words, employees must be assured
that organizational justice exists in reference to their perception of
equality in terms of outcome distributions, procedures used to determine
these distributions, and interpersonal relations. Three different
rationales can be offered in order to reveal the relationship between the
types of organizational justice and OCB as perceived by members of the
TNP.
The first rationale for the positive relationship between distributive
justice and OCB is the possibility that the expectation of fair and
equitable resource distribution can encourage TNP employees to exhibit
extra role behaviors to improve the organization’s overall performance.
Distributive justice refers to practices that are used to allocate outcomes
among employees by assuming that perceived negative unfairness leaves
employees with feelings of anger, and positive unfairness produces
feelings of guilt (Greenberg & Baron, 2003). Feelings of anger may lead
employees to be less fruitful, while a sense of guilt may direct employees
to be more productive yet remain less satisfied due to over payment of
some salary conditions.
Findings of the statistical analysis demonstrate that distributive
justice can be utilized to clarify engagement in citizenship behavior by
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TNP employees because it explains a unique variance in OCB. As
hypothesized, distributive justice has a direct influence on organizational
citizenship behavior. Specifically, to the extent that benefits are equally
distributed, the level of TNP members’ citizenship behaviors can be
maximized. These results also supported previous research that
explained the importance of resource allocation within organizations.
Consequently, while TNP managers strive to determine ways to enhance
their employees’ extra role behavior perceptions, distributive justice can
ensure that a sense of fair distribution should be scrutinized by TNP
managers.
Findings of this study show that the relationship between
distributive justice and OCB in Region I is stronger than Region II. This
result demonstrates that employees in Region II are not happy with the
allocation of organizational resources when they compare their
responsibilities, amount of given effort, work stress, experience,
education and training level with the amount of attained rewards.
The main reason behind this difference is having different socio
economic conditions between two police regions. Because socio economic
conditions in Region I are relatively high, employees may have an
opportunity to work within more flexible working conditions and take
advantage of their specific qualifications such as education, experience
level and training through job promotion and salary. In Region II,
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employees evaluate and compare their inputs ratio with the amount of
reward they obtained. They think that they are not rewarded fairly when
they compare their stressful and unsecure working conditions with
Region I employees’ painless and flexible work environment. Therefore,
along with the lower socio economic conditions, an unstable safety
environment and excessive workload in Region II results in employees
showing less citizenship behavior toward their organization.
The second rationale centers on the perceptions of OCB by TNP
members and its relationship with procedural justice. That is, if
members feel that they are a respected part of the organization and fair
procedures are regarded as a sign that they are indeed valued by their
organization, practices of procedural Justice may encourage employees
to increase their level of citizenship behavior. As stated earlier, TNP is
characterized as having relatively unusual working hours, low salaries,
and difficult service conditions. Accordingly, under these tough working
circumstances, a most important key construct might be the procedural
mechanism that enables employees to obtain a fair distribution of
organizational resources. That is, even more than the type of resources
or benefits, an understanding of how they are distributed among
employees is important.
Like distributive justice, procedural justice was also found to be a
predictor of citizenship behavior in Region I but was split considerably in
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Region II. For example, the findings support that many of the various
rules of procedural justice were violated in Region II, and the absence or
lack of participation in decisional control mechanisms resulted in less
encouragement for employees to demonstrate citizenship behavior. More
specifically, TNP members who work for Region I were more likely to feel
fair procedures within the organization that influenced their perception
of citizenship behavior. In Region II, however, fewer relationships
between procedural justice practices and OCB were observed. There
would be little, if any likelihood, that citizenship behavior perceptions
would influence TNP members.
Finally, the third rationale for the relationship between
interactional justice and OCB was whether or not TNP employees are
ensured that they have been given sufficient explanations and treated
with honesty. The results of regression analysis demonstrate that as
employees from both regions failed to be satisfied with respect to clear
explanations and honesty, the influence of interactional justice on
citizenship behavior is equal to practically nothing. That is, there is very
little relationship between interactional justice and OCB among TNP
members and would therefore be less likely to influence their perceptions
of citizenship behaviors.
As a whole, the organizational justice practices in Region I showed
many similarities to that of Region II; however, there were also notable
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differences. For example, whereas the level of procedural justice reported
by TNP members who serve in Region I was significantly and positively
correlated with the amount of OCB scores, there was no relationship in
Region II. This striking finding is likely the result of having fairer
procedures that are used to allocate organizational resources in Region I.
Contrary to the findings of the previous literature, there was no positive
relationship between procedural justice and citizenship behavior in
Region II. If fair procedures were practiced, the likelihood for employees
to be inclined to exhibit citizenship behavior would be high in Region II.
Based on these findings, it can be concluded that the role of
distributive justice is more important than other justice types because it
predicts more variance in citizenship behavior, a result that is also
consistent with previous literature (George, 1991; Konovsky & Pugh,
1994; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993). Accordingly, in the process of resource
allocations, distributive justice implementations should be implemented
on a regular basis that may well lead employees to be more likely to
engage in discretionary helping behaviors on a more individual basis.
Implications of the Study
In the present study, the relationship between major attitudinal
factors including job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
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organizational justice and OCB was examined within TNP. The results
provided the following theoretical and practical implications.
Theoretical Implications
First, this study contributes to the development of the theoretical
and methodical framework of attitudinal determinants of OCB.
Consistent with the expectations, this research reveals the critical
influences of attitudinal factors on the perceptions of OCB, as well as
enhances public awareness in the improvement of behavioral
permanence by TNP employees. Accordingly, this study constitutes the
basis for a sufficient example of evaluative and comparative
organizational behavioral (OB) analysis within the Turkish public sector
that can enable Turkish researchers to make further analysis in the
same area.
Second, in this study, the concept of citizenship behavior was
generalized on different Turkish cultural settings as well as the unique
socioeconomic conditions common to the two different police regions.
Because most previous studies have been conducted in the United States
and Western Europe, outcomes are limited to their particular cultural
and socioeconomic contexts. This research examines otherwise unknown
aspects of OCB through the administration of a survey instrument within
a Turkish cultural setting. However, the results of the statistical analysis
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demonstrate that the findings were very similar to the other study results
that are conducted in the United States and Western Europe.
One possible difference that may originate from having different
cultural settings is the powerlessness of procedural justice to predict
OCB in Region II. An explanation for this difference might be due to the
Turkish employees’ acceptance of high power distance. That is, TNP
employees in Region II expect more direct control from their managers in
creating procedures.
Third, consistent with previous literature (Bateman & Organ, 1983;
Bettencourt et al., 2001; Organ & Konovsky, 1989; Organ & Lingl, 1995;
Puffer, 1987; Tang & Ibrahim, 1998), findings of this study identify job
satisfaction as the most influential predictor of OCB. That is, a positive
perception of job satisfaction by TNP members is a very strong predictor
that enables TNP managers to improve organizational performance.
However, employee dissatisfaction regarding the working conditions can
result in a lack of discretion or voluntarily putting forth extra efforts that
can limit TNP’s overall organizational performance.
Fourth, this study reveals whether the different dimensions of
TNP’s organizational commitment, namely affective, normative, and
continuance, can be strong predictors of citizenship behavior. Regression
analyses found that whereas affective commitment appeared to be a
strong predictor of OCB in both TNP regions, continuance and normative
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commitment failed to be good predictors. This result is consistent with
previous literature and provides support for earlier researchers (Bolon,
1997; Meyer et al., 2002; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986; Organ & Ryan,
1995; Schappe, 1998) who clarify a positive relationship between
affective/normative commitment and OCB. Additionally, this study also
supports Meyer et al.’s (2002) research that fails to determine a strong
relationship between continuance commitment and OCB.
Fifth, in the current study, a great deal of attention was placed on
the relationship between the different types of organizational justice and
OCB. Statistical analyses demonstrates that while distributive justice
appears to be a strong predictor of OCB in both police regions of Turkey,
interactional justice fails to explain any variance. For example, the
causal relationship between interactional justice and OCB was not
confirmed, a finding that corresponded to Konovsky & Pugh (1994), Lind
& Early (1991), Moorman et al. (1998), Niehoff & Moorman (1993), Organ
& Konovsky (1989), Organ & Ryan (1995), and Williams et al. (2002).
Conversely, whereas procedural justice appears to be a good
predictor of OCB in Region I, it fails to contribute to this prediction in
Region II. In retrospect, the positive relationship between procedural
justice and OCB was confirmed by Moorman (1991) and Niehoff and
Moorman (1993). Nevertheless, an absence of the relationship between
procedural justice and OCB in Region II did not coincide with prior

231

research findings, a result that may be related to employees’ feelings of
inequality in allocation procedures that were used during the period in
which this study was conducted.
Another explanation may stem from the unclear indications of nonexistence of inter-correlations between procedural justice and other
attitudinal factors including job satisfaction and organizational
commitment types. For example, there should be a high inter-correlation
between procedural justice and job satisfaction or between one of the
organizational commitment dimensions that can influence OCB. More
specifically, although there was no clear significant relationship between
procedural justice and OCB, by using other attitudinal factors, there may
be an indirect influence of procedural justice on OCB.
Finally, the instrumentation method used in this study contributes
to a very critical implication. Because the researcher sought to reveal the
perceptions of TNP members toward OCB and attitudinal factors, an
employee survey is an appropriate way to gain valuable information.
Therefore, this method enables the TNP personnel department to gather
considerable insight from TNP members on how they are driven to
perform citizenship behavior through the assistance of attitudinal
factors.
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Practical Implications
The results of this study contribute to important practical
implications since they suggest ways in which to manage (increase or
decrease) the level of employee citizenship behavior through
implementation of strategies related to attitudinal factors.
First, the findings may assist TNP managers in determining clues
on ways to build a positive and productive atmosphere in which TNP
employees can be ensured of continual advancement as well as
improvement in discretionary and voluntary efforts. Managers can use
the results of the current study as a road map to obtain evidence on the
best practices to put into action and how to develop high levels of
citizenship behaviors among TNP employees.
Second, the findings illustrate that satisfaction over working
conditions, emotional and ethical attachment to the organization and
fairness of the distributive and procedural system are essential in
creating appropriate conditions for OCB. In other words, better
interpersonal relationships can be created if employees believe that they
are provided high quality working conditions with respect to job
satisfaction, commitment, and fairness. TNP managers should produce
quality employee relationships by facilitating satisfaction and
commitment levels as well as increasing justice perspectives as viewed by
their members.
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Third, the results also shed light on the perception of fairness from
the viewpoint of employees. In this context, TNP managers should take
distributive fairness into account given that fair and equitable resource
distribution has the ability to encourage employees to demonstrate more
positive citizenship behaviors. Procedural justice is another key
component that should be scrutinized by TNP managers due to its
influence in obtaining fair organizational allocation of resources.
Finally, the results of the current study demonstrate that affective
and normative commitment perceptions have a considerable impact on
the level of employee citizenship behaviors. While there is a very strong
relationship between affective commitment and citizenship behavior, the
level of the relationship is relatively low with normative commitment. On
the other hand, there is no evidence regarding the influence of
continuance commitment on citizenship behavior. Accordingly, an ability
to better assess employees’ perceptions of emotional and ethical
considerations can allow TNP managers to develop improved techniques
and strategies that will encourage and convince members to exhibit more
organizational citizenship behaviors.
Public Policy Implications
The services that are contributed by the TNP should be adjusted
and modernized according to the needs of evolving Turkish society. In

234

light of the current study, along with the improvement practices in the
area of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and organizational
justice, TNP management should also pay a great deal of consideration to
the development of policies that address the improvement of voluntary
and discretionary additional employee performance.
The findings suggest that advancing OCB improvement in TNP
requires the creation and implementation of numerous critical policies.
Some of them may not be directly derived from the results of the study
but found important for improvement of OCB in TNP.
Agenda Setting and Informative Activities about OCB
When comparing behavioral studies in the Turkish National Police
(TNP) to Western police organizations, TNP’s failure can be observed in
addressing its members’ behavioral capacity. Moreover, this inadequacy
is far more significant when considering the lack of related studies within
the overall Turkish public sector.
Accordingly, the first point for public policy implication should be
to ensure the perception of the OCB concept by the members of both the
TNP and political authority as meriting public attention by involving in
agenda setting activities. To achieve this, TNP management should
initiate informative and educational activities that can call the attention
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of leading research institutions, community groups, unions, and interest
groups.
Agenda setting activities should include various actions such as
providing grants and encouraging researchers to conduct multifaceted
studies (surveys, interviews, case studies, and focus groups), using
advertising in media (television, radio, print media, and internet), and
providing posters in the workplace, encouraging researchers and other
counselors to stress the importance of OCB through conferences,
meetings, seminars, workshops, and panels. Therefore, a positive
message of employees’ extra discretionary and voluntary performance
can be shared with all relevant partners.
Creation of New Appraisal System
These findings suggest that there is a weak relationship between
continuance commitment and OCB in both police regions of the TNP.
This means that employees do not think that they must be loyal to their
organization, and if they are offered better job conditions elsewhere, they
do not hesitate to leave because of lack of attractive financial incentives
available such as money, positive working conditions and promotions.
There should also be the introduction of a new performance
measurement mechanism to ensure that the implementation of OCB
oriented policing programs and activities are conducted in the most
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effective manner. This new performance appraisal system can be labeled
as the “OCB-Oriented Appraisal System” since it only recognizes
rewarding voluntary and discretionary extra performance rather than
predefined compulsory job requirements. Through process, most of
employees’ compulsory job requirements are observed at regular
intervals (weekly, monthly, or yearly), and converted into quantitative
figures. Knowing that actions speak louder than words, through
recognizing and rewarding those employees who set a good example by
showing extra job performance, TNP management can trigger a healthy
competition among its members.
There is no specific right answer as to what is the best type of
performance appraisal for employees who demonstrate extra
performance. However, rewards should include not only be monetary but
also some recognition-oriented symbolic values.
Creation of New Unit
Absence a relationship between continuance commitment and
OCB may also stem from not having an active unit that can coordinate
OCB improvement policies within the TNP. Accordingly, to bridge this
gap, TNP needs to reorganize the efficiency and effectiveness of its
organizational structure by focusing on innovative ways rather than
relying solely on old structural and functional practices. As a third public
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policy implication, a new unit within the existing organizational structure
of the TNP should be established under the umbrella of personnel
department of the each local police department.
This new unit may be titled as the “OCB-Oriented Policing Unit”,
and should be charged with identifying, approving, implementing,
improving, and disseminating new strategies that can enhance OCB in
TNP. Moreover, OCB-Oriented Policing Unit should also be a pivotal
catalyst of partnership between TNP and other private organizations with
respect to initiating, consulting, conducting, encouraging, and exporting
best OCB improvement practices from private sector.
Recognizing that OCB constitutes one of the most critical
components of organizational performance, this new unit also drives top
TNP management to further consideration of OCB policies by mobilizing
expertise and experience of leading research institutions.
Creation of a New Manual
One of the most interesting findings of this study which does not
correlate with the existing literature is the absence of relationship
between procedural justice and OCB in police Region II. This result may
demonstrate that employees in Region II are not aware of what
procedures and standards are being used by TNP management to
evaluate their performance. Or, employees may not be told promptly
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when there is a change in their organization’s policy, rules, or regulations
that affects them.
To reduce TNP employees’ efforts to increase the quality and
quantity of services, as a fourth public policy implication, TNP
management should reexamine all procedures and regulations that can
put direct influence on OCB perception of employees. Then, a new form
of a written manual should be provided in accordance with the evolving
needs of TNP employees.
Each local police department should be responsible for creating its
own “OCB Improvement Manual” with input from their employees. That
is, while restructuring old procedures and flow of work charts, TNP
officers’ constructive opinions should be taken into account. Additionally,
to ensure that newly created rules and procedures meet the continual
needs and expectancy of employees, each local police department should
conduct continuous review of their functioning and service distribution
systems. Therefore, TNP management can ensure and facilitate the
improvement and continuity of employees’ sense of citizenship behaviors.
Providing Training Programs
The findings of the current study show that there is no relationship
between interactional justice and OCB in both police regions. The
reasons for this finding may stem from TNP managers’ negative attitudes
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toward employees. These negative behaviors can range from disregarding
employees’ sensitiveness and individual needs to lack of explanations or
justification about the adopted decisions.
To fill this gap, one of the most important instruments that can be
utilized to improve OCB in TNP is proper training and information flow
by encouraging members to actively take part in the decision making
process. However, because of adequacy of available resources that can
help employees to actively participate in decision making process, TNP
employees may fail to reach an adequate amount of proper instruments.
Accordingly, the fifth public policy implication should be providing
active participation of TNP employees in the decision making process of
policies that are designed for OCB improvement. In this context, the TNP
management should provide proper training opportunities and technical
assistance. These programs should include various forms of activities
including meetings, courses, on-line and on-site trainings.
Managers in the TNP should adopt OCB as an inevitable element of
management, and participate in OCB training programs that can
enhance their potential to determine the appropriateness of their units
for OCB improvement policies. That is, these training programs can
enable TNP managers to evaluate which type of OCB dimension
(altruism, sportsmanship, courtesy, civic virtue, and conscientiousness)
should be facilitated through their units in accordance with the specific

240

needs of employees. Moreover, they help managers to decide what type of
policy implementations can ensure the integration of OCB practices into
the daily work flow of their employees.
Creation of Policy Platform
The sixth public policy implication should be providing an
innovative policy platform that can foster cooperation, coordination, and
consultation between TNP and other private and public organizations.
This network system is very important because there may be many
innovations in the successful implementation of OCB improvement policy
and projects in other private sectors of Turkey.
This prolific network system should include not only private
business organizations from various sizes and geographic locations, but
also a variety of public organizations, non-profit organizations, unions,
leading research institutions, community groups, and interest groups.
With the help of this partnership, TNP has an opportunity to export the
best proven implementations that have potential to advance the OCB and
replicate them in local police departments.
Funding OCB-related Projects and Programs
Some TNP managers complain about not having adequate
resources to develop effective OCB improvement programs and policies in
their units. In this context, the last public policy implication should be

241

the allocation of a considerable amount of TNP resources in supporting
policies that spotlight the creation and implementation of innovative OCB
improvement programs and policies.
In the same vein, TNP management should provide an adequate
amount of funds to local police departments to establish their OCBOriented Policing Unit and OCB-Oriented Appraisal System. Moreover,
TNP’s resources can be used to introduce a new OCB Improvement
Manual, and develop partnership with other organizations.
Recommendations for the Future Research
In this study, the researcher examined the relationship between
attitudinal factors and citizenship behaviors in order to establish a
conceptual base and serve as an adequate starting point for further
studies. However, it is still necessary to reveal the most critical issues in
order to bridge the gap that may stem from any inappropriate results.
Accordingly, understanding which of these critical issues constitutes the
most imperative future study priorities is the most important step to be
taken by future researchers. By considering the limitations of this study,
the following recommendations are suggested for future research.
First, although findings of this study proved that attitudinal factors
make up one of the most important determinants of TNP employees’
citizenship behavior, organizational factors should not be limited to these
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factors and should not be fully uncovered by ignoring other individual
and organizational factors. For example, due to the fact that the strength
of citizenship behaviors does not depend solely on attitudinal factors,
future researchers should establish ways in which to determine the
influences of additional individual and organizational dynamics, namely
personnel characteristics, organizational structure, and leadership
styles. Researchers should extend the content of future research by
adding individual employee characteristics, TNP’s organizational
structure, and distinct leadership styles held by managers. By doing so,
the gap can be filled by simultaneously examining the relationship
between OCB and additional individual and organizational dynamics.
Second, additional longitudinal analyses could be valuable and are
recommended for future studies. Because the researcher examined OCB
and attitudinal relationships by determining the perceptions of TNP
members during one period of time, conducting longitudinal studies may
provide a better understanding of the causal links between attitudinal
factors and OCB. For example, through the development of a longitudinal
analysis, managers can trace and examine changes through the trend as
perceptions of TNP members are collected consistently by observing the
relative changes that occur over time.
Third, because ethnic and socioeconomic differences influence the
perceptions of participants, replicating this research in different rural
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areas of both regions is necessary. Since there are socioeconomic and
ethnic variances in TNP regions, depending solely on four cities from
each police region may not be sufficient to fully examine the TNP. In
addition, various human resource management implementations (e.g.,
reward systems, knowledge management, and change management) may
also influence the sense of citizenship behaviors among TNP employees.
Accordingly, future studies that are tailored according to specific
conditions of other city police organizations should be conducted in order
to improve the generalizability of this study’s findings and reveal
variance.
Fourth, this research demonstrates differences from similar
studies given that the researcher obtained data from all segments of the
TNP workforce including perceptions from lower level as well as
managerial level staff. Because the perceptions of managerial staff might
differ substantially from those of lower level non-managerial employees,
further research should focus on the perceptions of OCB by taking TNP
employee’s rank and status into consideration. Moreover, although the
demographic variables did not fully explain OCB perceptions by members
of the TNP, a valuable contribution could be made to the literature if
researchers conduct future studies by examining the relationship
between assignment type and the likelihood of OCB.
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Finally, the role of interactional justice in improving citizenship
behavior should be further examined by future studies. The results of
this study suggest that complying with the principals of interactional
justice has no direct influence on OCB perception of TNP employees.
That is, the allocation of TNP sources and the procedures that are used
to make decisions for this allocation is more important to TNP employees
than the quality of the interaction with their managers. However, the
sympathetic managers who are sensitive to the personal needs’ of their
employees and treat them with respect and dignity may be the most
important component that can ensure organizational justice within the
TNP. The quality of relations between managers and lower level
employees may tolerate the negative consequences of unfair reward
allocation and procedural justice practices in the TNP. Therefore, more
researches that examine the interactional justice variable could likely
provide a fruitful venue for future studies that explore citizenship
behaviors within the TNP.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1- Survey Questionnaire
Following are some items that ask your opinions about
Organizational Citizenship Behavior, Job Satisfaction, Organizational
Commitment, and Organizational Justice in your workplace. Circle one
number per statement using the following scale:
1- STRONGLY DISAGREE

Section I

2- DISAGREE

3- NO OPINION 4- AGREE

5- STRONGLY AGREE

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

1- I help others who have been absent.
1

2

3

4

5

2- I help others who have heavy workloads.
1

2

3

4

5

3- I help orient new people even though it is not required.
1

2

3

4

5

4- I willingly help others who have work-related problems.
1

2

3

4

5

5- I am always ready to lend a helping hand to those around me.
1

2

3

4

5

6- Attendance at work is above the norm for me.
1

2

3

4

5
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7- I do not take extra breaks.
1

2

3

4

5

8- I obey company rules and regulations even when no one is watching.
1

2

3

4

5

9- I’m one of most conscientious employees.
1

2

3

4

5

10- I believe in giving an honest day’s work for an honest day’s pay.
1

2

3

4

5

11- I consume a lot of time complaining about trivial matters.
1

2

3

4

5

12- I always focus on what’s wrong rather than the positive side.
1

2

3

4

5

13- I tend to make “mountains out of molehills”.
1

2

3

4

5

14- I always find fault with what the organization is doing.
1

2

3

4

5

15- I am the classic “squeaky wheel” that always needs greasing.
1

2

3

4

5

16- I take steps to try to prevent problems with other workers.
1

2

3

4

5

17- I am mindful of how my behavior affects other people’s job.
1

2

3

4

5
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18- I do not abuse the rights of others.
1

2

3

4

5

19- I try to avoid creating problems for workers.
1

2

3

4

5

20- I consider the impact of his/her actions on coworkers.
1

2

3

4

5

21- I attend meeting that are not mandatory, but are considered.
1

2

3

4

5

22- I attend functions that are not required, but help the company
image.
1

2

3

4

5

23- I keep abreast of changes in the organization.
1

2

3

4

5

24- I read and keep up with organization announcements, memos, and
so on.
1
Section II

2

3

4

5

Job Satisfaction

25- I am satisfied with the amount of job security I have.
1

2

3

4

5

26- I am satisfied with the amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.
1

2

3

4

5
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27- I am satisfied with the amount of personal growth and development I
get in doing my job.
1

2

3

4

5

28- I am satisfied with the people I talk to and work with on my job.
1

2

3

4

5

29- I am satisfied with the degree of respect and fair treatment I receive
from my supervisor.
1

2

3

4

5

30- I am satisfied with the feeling of worthwhile accomplishment I get
from doing my job.
1

2

3

4

5

31- I am satisfied with the chance to get to know other people while on
the job.
1

2

3

4

5

32- I am satisfied with the amount of support and guidance I receive
from my supervisor.
1

2

3

4

5

33- I am satisfied with the degree to which I am fairly paid for what I
contribute to this organization.
1

2

3

4

5

34- I am satisfied with the amount of independent thought and action I
can exercise in my job.
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1

2

3

4

5

35- I am satisfied with how secure things look for me in the future in this
organization.
1

2

3

4

5

36- I am satisfied with the chance to help other people while at work.
1

2

3

4

5

37- I am satisfied with the amount of challenge in my job.
1

2

3

4

5

38- I am satisfied with the overall quality of the supervision I receive in
my work.
1
Section II

2

3

4

5

Organizational Commitment

39- I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this
organization.
1

2

3

4

5

40- I would enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.
1

2

3

4

5

41- I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own.
1

2

3

4

5

42- I think I could easily become as attached to another organization as I
am to this one.
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1

2

3

4

5

43- I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organization.
1

2

3

4

5

44- I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization.
1

2

3

4

5

45- This organization has a great deal of personal meaning to me.
1

2

3

4

5

46- I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.
1

2

3

4

5

47- I’m not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having
another one lined up.
1

2

3

4

5

48- It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even
if I wanted to.
1

2

3

4

5

49- Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave
my organization now.
1

2

3

4

5

50- It wouldn’t be too costly for me to leave my organization now.
1

2

3

4

5

51- Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as
much as desire.
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1

2

3

4

5

52- I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.
1

2

3

4

5

53- One of the few serious consequences of leaving this organization
would be the scarcity of available alternatives.
1

2

3

4

5

54- One of the major reasons I continue to work for this organization is
that leaving would require considerable personal sacrifice – another
organization may not match the overall benefits I have here.
1

2

3

4

5

55- I think that people these days more from company to company too
often.
1

2

3

4

5

56- I do not believe that a person must always be loyal to his or her
organization.
1

2

3

4

5

57- Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at all
unethical to me.
1

2

3

4

5

58- One of the major reasons I continue to work for this organization is
that I believe that loyalty is important and therefore feel a sense of moral
obligation to remain.
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1

2

3

4

5

59- If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere I would not feel it was
right to leave my organization.
1

2

3

4

5

60- I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one
organization.
1

2

3

4

5

61- Things were better in the days when people stayed with one
organization for most of their careers.
1

2

3

4

5

62- I do not think that wanting to be a ‘company many or woman’ is
sensible anymore.
1
Section IV

2

3

4

5

Organizational Justice

63- When considering the responsibilities that I have, I am fairly
rewarded.
1

2

3

4

5

64- When taking into account the amount of education and training that
I have, I am fairly rewarded.
1

2

3

4

5
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65- When in view of the amount of experience that I have, I am fairly
rewarded.
1

2

3

4

5

66- When considering the amount of effort that I put forth, I am fairly
rewarded.
1

2

3

4

5

67- When considering the work that I have done well, I am fairly
rewarded.
1

2

3

4

5

68- When considering the stresses and strains of my job, I am fairly
rewarded.
1

2

3

4

5

69- I am not sure what determines how I can get a promotion in this
organization.
1

2

3

4

5

70- I am told promptly when there’s a change in policy, rules, or
regulations that affects me.
1

2

3

4

5

71- It’s really not possible to change things around me.
1

2

3

4

5

72- There are adequate procedures to get my performance rating
reconsidered if necessary.
1

2

3

4

5
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73- I understand the performance appraisal system being used in this
organization.
1

2

3

4

5

74- When changes are made in this organization, the employees usually
lose out in the end.
1

2

3

4

5

75- Affirmative action policies have helped advance the employment
opportunities in this organization.
1

2

3

4

5

76- In general, disciplinary actions taken in this organization are fair and
justified.
1

2

3

4

5

77- I am not afraid to “blow the whistle” on things I find wrong with my
organization.
1

2

3

4

5

78- If I were subject to an involuntary personnel action, I believe my
agency would adequately inform me of grievance and appeal rights.
1

2

3

4

5

79- I am aware of the specific steps I must take to have a personnel
action taken against me reconsidered.
1

2

3

4

5

80- The procedures used to evaluate my performance have been fair and
objective.
1

2

3

4

5

81- In the past, I have been aware of what standards have been used to
evaluate my performance.
1

2

3

4

5
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82- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager treats
me with kindness and consideration.
1

2

3

4

5

83- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager treats
me with respect and dignity.
1

2

3

4

5

84- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager is
sensitive to my personal needs.
1

2

3

4

5

85- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager deals
with me in a truthful manner.
1

2

3

4

5

86- When decisions are made about my job, the general manager shows
concern for my rights as an employee.
1

2

3

4

5

87- Concerning decisions about my job, the general manager discusses
the implications of the decisions with me.
1

2

3

4

5

88- The general manager offers adequate justification for decisions made
about my job.
1

2

3

4

5

89- When making decisions about my job, the general manager offers an
explanation that makes sense to me.
1

2

3

4

5

90- My general manager explains very clearly any decisions made about
my job.
1
Section V

2

3

Demographic Variables

4

5
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91- What is your gender?
1- Male
2- Female
92- What is your age?
1- Under (25) years
2- From (26) to (35) years
3- From (36) to (45) years
4- From (46) to (55) years
5- Over (56) years
93- What is the highest level of education you have completed?
1- Secondary School
2- High School
3- 2 Years High Education
4- 4 Years High Education (Bachelor)
5- Master of Arts/Science
6- Ph.D. (Doctorate)
94- How long have you been a member of TNP?
1- Under (5) years
2- From (6) to (10) years
3- From (11) to (15) years
4- From (16) to (20) years
5- From (21) to (25) years
6- Over (26) years
95- What is your assignment type?
1- Traffic Units
2- Judicial and Preventive Units
3- Crime Scene Investigation
4- Communication
5- Other Units
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REGION I
REGION II
SAMPLE CITIES
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REGION I

REGION II

Number

City Name

Service Period

Cit y Name

Service period

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

AD A N A
A MA S YA
A NK A R A
AN T AL Y A
A YD I N
BAL I K E S I R
BU R SA
CORUM
GA Z I A NT EP
HA T A Y
I Z MI R
K A YS ER I
M AN IS A
M ERS I N
OSMANIYE
A KS AR A Y
BA RT I N
BO L U
BU R DU R
D EN I ZL I
DU ZC E
E DI RN E
ES K IS E H IR
GI R ES U N
IS P A RT A
IS T A NB UL
K AR A M AN
KO C A E L I
KO N Y A
KU T AH Y A
O RD U
SA MS U N
T E KI RD A G
U SA K
Y AL O V A
BIL E C I K
AF YO N
C A NA K K AL E
C A N KI R I
K AR A BU K
K AS TA M O N U
K IR I K K AL E
K IR KL AR E L I
K IRS E H IR
K IL IS
MU GL A
N EV S EH I R
NI G D E
SA K AR Y A
S I NO P
TR AB Z O N
ZO N GU L DA K

10
6
10
10
8
8
10
6
8
8
10
8
8
10
8
6
6
6
6
8
8
8
8
6
6
10
6
8
8
6
6
8
8
6
6
6
6
8
6
6
6
8
8
6
6
8
6
6
8
6
8
6

AD I Y A M AN
EL A Z IG
K .M A RA S
M AL A T Y A
RI Z E
S I V AS
SA NL IU R F A
TO K AT
YO Z G AT
AR T IN
BA T MA N
BA Y BU RT
BI TL IS
D I Y AR B A KI R
ER Z I NC A N
ER Z U R U M
GU MU S H AN E
IG D IR
M AR DI N
MU S
S I IR T
V AN
AG R I
AR D AH A N
BI N GO L
HA K K A RI
K ARS
S I RN A K
TU NC EL I

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
4
3
3
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
4
3
3
3
2
3
2
2
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Appendix 5- Authorization for Measurement Scales
Permission to use Organizational Citizenship Scale
RE: Permission to use Questionnaire
From: Podsakoff, Philip M.

Thursday, May 07, 2009 06:50AM

To:
Orhan Bez/O/VCU
Orhan:
You have my permission to use the questionnaire as long as it is for research purposes.
Phil Podsakoff
From: Orhan Bez/O/VCU [bezo@vcu.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2009 9:32 PM
To: Podsakoff, Philip M.
Subject: Permission to use Questionnaire
Dear Podsakof,
I am police superintendent of Turkish National Police (TNP) and a PhD Candidate at the
Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia. I am planning to study Organizational
Citizenship Behavior and its relationship with major attitudinal factors. I found out that
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R., & Fetter, R. (1990) measurement scale might
be useful for my dissertation project and I am considering full/partial use it in my dissertation if
you give me permission.
Best regards
Orhan Bez
...............................................................
RE: Permission to use OCB Scale
From: Mackenzie, Scott Bradley
To:

Thursday, May 07, 2009 08:20AM

'Orhan Bez/O/VCU'

You have my permission to use the scales published in that paper. Good luck on your research.
From: Orhan Bez/O/VCU [mailto:bezo@vcu.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2009 11:59 PM
To: Mackenzie, Scott Bradley
Subject: Permission to use OCB Scale
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Dear MacKenzie,
I am police superintendent of Turkish National Police (TNP) and a PhD Candidate at the Virginia
Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia. I am planning to study Organizational
Citizenship Behavior and its relationship with major attitudinal factors. I found out that
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Moorman, R., & Fetter, R. (1990) measurement scale might
be useful for my dissertation project and I am considering full/partial use it in my dissertation if
you give me permission.
Best regards
Orhan Bez

Permission to use Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS)
Re: Permission to use Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS)
From: Richard Hackman
To:

Wednesday, May 06, 2009 09:49PM

Orhan Bez/O/

On 5/6/2009 Orhan Bez/O/VCU wrote:
> I am police superintendent of Turkish National Police (TNP) and a PhD
> Candidate at the Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond,
> Virginia. I am planning to study Organizational Citizenship Behavior
> and its relationship with major attitudinal factors including Job
> Satisfaction. I found out that Hackman and Oldhams (1975) Job
> Diagnostic Survey (JDS) might be useful for my dissertation project
> and I am considering full/partial use it in my dissertation if you
> give me permission.
Thank you for your interest in the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS).
The instrument, along with a scoring key, is published as an
appendix to the book "Work Redesign" by J. R. Hackman and G. R.
Oldham (Addison-Wesley, 1980). Also appended are answers to
frequently asked questions about the instrument. The JDS is not
copyrighted and may be used without permission, although we would
appreciate acknowledgment of our authorship of the instrument in
any publication reporting findings from its use.
We do not have more recent information about findings from the JDS
because we moved on to other research topics after publication of
the book in 1980. There are, however, a number of meta-analyses
of research on the JDS and job characteristics theory, which can
be readily located in electronic databases of research publications.
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J. Richard Hackman, Harvard University
Greg R. Oldham, Tulane University
-Mailing address:
Assistant:
J. Richard Hackman
Sanden Averett
Department of Psychology
saverett@wjh.harvard.edu
33 Kirkland St.
(617) 384-9654
Harvard University
Cambridge, MA 02138

Permission to use Organizational Commitment Scale
Re: Permission to use Organizational Commitment Scale
From: John Meyer
Thursday, May 07, 2009 08:37AM
To:

Orhan Bez/O/VCU

Dear Orhan,
You can obtain a license to use the commitment scales for academic research purposes by going
to the following website: www.employeecommitmentresearch.com . Your timing is quite good
because the administrative fee is temporarily being waived so you can obtain a license for free. I
hope all goes well with your research.
Best regards,
John Meyer
----- Original Message ----From: Orhan Bez/O/VCU
To: meyer@uwo.ca
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2009 9:53 PM
Subject: Permission to use Organizational Commitment Scale
Dear Meyer,
I am police superintendent of Turkish National Police (TNP) and a PhD Candidate at the Virginia
Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia. I am planning to study Organizational
Citizenship Behavior and its relationship with major attitudinal factors including Organizational
Commitment. I found out that Allen and Meyer’s (1996) Organizational Commitment Scale
might be useful for my dissertation project and I am considering full/partial use it in my
dissertation if you give me permission.
Best regards
Orhan Bez
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License Agreement
Flintbox - License Agreement for Student License for Use of the Survey in a Single
Student Research Project (Academic Users Guide - Dec 2004.pdf)
From: <support@flintbox.com>
Thursday, May 07, 2009 09:23AM
To:
<bezo@vcu.edu
LICENSEE
Name:
Orhan Bez
Organization: Virginia Commonwealth University
Address:
, Virginia

Project:
Date:

TCM Employee Commitment Survey - Academic Package - Student
License for Use of the Survey in a Single Student Research Project
(Academic Users Guide - Dec 2004.pdf)
May 7, 2009 6:29:14 PST

Permission to use Distributive Justice Scale
RE: Permission to use distributive justice scale
From: Mueller, Charles W

Thursday, May 07, 2009 11:44AM

To:
Orhan Bez/O/VCU
Dear Orhan,
You have my permission to use the distributive justice index in your research. I wish you success
in your research.
Charles Mueller

From: Orhan Bez/O/VCU [bezo@vcu.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2009 11:50 PM
To: Mueller, Charles W
Subject: Permission to use distributive justice scale
Dear Mueller,
I am police superintendent of Turkish National Police (TNP) and a PhD Candidate at the
Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia. I am planning to study
Organizational Citizenship Behavior and its relationship with major attitudinal factors
including Organizational Justice. I found out that Price and Mueller’s (1986)
Distributive Justice Index might be useful for my dissertation project and I am
considering full/partial use it in my dissertation if you give me permission.
Best regards
Orhan Bez
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Permission to use Procedural Justice Scale
Re: Permission to use procedural justice scale
Thursday, May 7, 2009 4:22 PM
From:
"Paul.Sweeney@notes.udayton.edu" <Paul.Sweeney@notes.udayton.edu>
Add sender to Contacts
To:
"Orhan Bez" <orhanbez@yahoo.com>
Cc:

"Dean McFarlin" <dbmmu@aol.com>
Orhan,
Hello and thank you for your message. I am out of the office now, in the final weeks
of my sabbatical leave, so sorry I didn't respond to your note any sooner. To address
your question, you're welcome to use the scale in your dissertation work. If you get the
chance, please let Dean and I know how things worked out for you with this research.
Good luck with your study!
--Paul Sweeney-Paul D. Sweeney, Ph.D.
Professor, Management/Marketing Dept.
School of Business
University of Dayton
Dayton, OH 45469-2271
(937) 229-5031

Orhan Bez <orhanbez@yahoo.com>
05/07/2009 05:02 PM

To sweeneyp@udayton.edu
cc sweeneyp@udayton.edu
Subject Permission to use procedural justice scale

From: Orhan Bez\nE-mail: orhanbez@yahoo.com To: sweeneyp@udayton.edu Affliations:
Other,PhD Candidate Subject: Permission to use procedural justice scale Message: Dear
Sweeney,
I am police superintendent of Turkish National Police (TNP) and a PhD Candidate at the Virginia
Commonwealth University, Richmond, Virginia. I am planning to study Organizational
Citizenship Behavior and its relationship with major attitudinal factors including Organizational
Justice. I found out that (Sweeney & McFarlin, 1997) procedural justice scale might be useful for
my dissertation project and I am considering full/partial use it in my dissertation if you give me
permission.
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Best regards
Orhan Bez

Permission to use Interactional Justice Scale
Re: Permission to use interactional justice scale
From: niehoff@ksu.edu
To:

Wednesday, May 06, 2009 11:08PM

Orhan Bez/O/VCU

Orhan
Since the scales are published, they are free for anyone to use. Good
luck with your research and completing your dissertation.
Brian Niehoff

Quoting Orhan Bez/O/VCU <bezo@vcu.edu>:
>
> Dear Niehoff,
> I am police superintendent of Turkish National Police (TNP) and a PhD
> Candidate at the Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond,
> Virginia. I am planning to study Organizational Citizenship Behavior
> and its relationship with major attitudinal factors including
> Organizational Justice. I found out that Niehoff & Moorman&#8217;
> (1993) interactional justice scale might be useful for my
> dissertation project and I am considering full/partial use it in my
> dissertation if you give me permission.
> Best regards
> Orhan Bez
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Appendix 6- Results of Missing Value Analysis (MVA)
Univariate Statistic
N

779
822
856
838
839
856
809
812
878
878

OCB
Job Satisfaction
Affective C.
Continuance C.
Normative C.
Distributive J.
Procedural J.
Interactional J.
Age
Experiment

Std.
Deviation

Mean

4.2075
3.0378
3.5603
3.4822
3.1155
2.4529
2.7770
3.0583

Missing

Extremes

Count

Percent

Low

High

100
57
23
41
40
23
70
67
1
1

11.4
6.5
2.6
4.7
4.6
2.6
8.0
7.6
.1
.1

14
0
19
4
10
0
2
0

0
0
0
0
7
0
5
0

.40419
.76616
.70257
.61587
.59000
1.06461
.60815
1.06770

581
X

20

X

32

X

64

Procedural
Justice

OCB

Complete if ...

607 4.2740

1

2

3

EXPERTISE

4

1

2

3

4 5 6

2 13

8

3

4

8

9

2 1 2

601 4.3375 2.7577 3 12

5

0

4

6

7

3 0 0

613 4.1589 2.9255 2 20 10 0

6

6

17 3 0 0

X 645

34

X

18

12

AGE

581 4.2045 2.7661 49 333 179 20 134 139 229 56 20 3

26

9

OCB

Proc.

Inter.

Job S.

Contin.

Normat.

Distrib.

Effect

Experie

Missing Patterns
Age

Number of Cases

Tabulated Patterns

X
X
X

.

.

2.7873 4 36 22 2 15 14 30 4 0 1

615 4.2426 2.8914 3 16 14 1

5

9

12 5 3 0

599 4.2338 2.5940 3 11

3

1

8

4

5

0 1 0

590 4.2593 2.7265 1

5

3

0

3

0

4

2 0 0

593 4.0486 2.8462 2

5

5

0

4

3

4

1 0 0
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OCB

t

Job
Satisfaction

Procedural
Justice

Interactional
Justice

Justice

Interaction

Justice

Procedural

Justice

Distributive

Commitment

Normative

Commitment

Continuance

Commitment

Affective

OCB

Job Satisfaction

Separate Variance t Tests

.

-1.8

.0

.4

1.4

-1.2

-.4

-2.1

df
# Present
# Missing
Mean(Present)
Mean(Missing)
t

.
779
0
4.2075
.
.6

108.1
734
88
3.0211
3.1769
.

112.1
765
91
3.5603
3.5604
.2

119.3
744
94
3.4852
3.4588
.9

119.2
743
96
3.1258
3.0352
1.1

116.6
760
96
2.4360
2.5868
-.8

101.0
724
85
2.7742
2.8009
-1.6

106.6
726
86
3.0317
3.2829
-1.2

df
# Present
# Missing
Mean(Present)
Mean(Missing)
t

47.5
734
45
4.2100
4.1667
-.8

.
822
0
3.0378
.
-1.2

59.3
804
52
3.5613
3.5457
-.9

57.5
787
51
3.4870
3.4093
-.7

61.5
786
53
3.1205
3.0401
.7

62.2
802
54
2.4458
2.5586
-1.0

59.1
759
50
2.7698
2.8862
.

56.7
762
50
3.0471
3.2289
-.6

df
# Present
# Missing
Mean(Present)
Mean(Missing)
t

61.7
724
55
4.2040
4.2530
-.3

71.0
759
63
3.0279
3.1576
-.7

74.8
791
65
3.5544
3.6327
.4

68.8
779
59
3.4783
3.5339
-.3

66.0
779
60
3.1200
3.0562
1.2

73.5
792
64
2.4428
2.5781
-.3

.
809
0
2.7770
.
-.8

61.2
758
54
3.0526
3.1379
.

df
# Present
# Missing
Mean(Present)
Mean(Missing)

60.5
726
53
4.2065
4.2209

68.2
762
60
3.0325
3.1048

69.6
794
62
3.5628
3.5282

75.1
775
63
3.4805
3.5040

65.5
779
60
3.1231
3.0167

73.3
792
64
2.4495
2.4948

55.2
758
51
2.7718
2.8552

.
812
0
3.0583
.
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Appendix 8- Results of Factor Analysis for OCB
Total Variance Explained

Total

% of
Variance

Cumulat.
%

Total

% of
Variance

Cumulat.
%

Rotation Sums of Squared
Loadings

Cumulat.
%

Extraction Sums of
Squared Loadings

% of
Variance

Initial Eigenvalues

Total

Comp.

1

6.722

28.008

28.008

6.722

28.008

28.008

3.076

12.818

12.818

2

1.877

7.820

35.828

1.877

7.820

35.828

2.576

10.734

23.551

3

1.568

6.535

42.362

1.568

6.535

42.362

2.535

10.562

34.113

4

1.448

6.034

48.396

1.448

6.034

48.396

2.530

10.542

44.655

5

1.242

5.174

53.570

1.242

5.174

53.570

2.139

8.915

53.570

6

.920

3.832

57.402

7

.896

3.735

61.137

8

.848

3.533

64.670

9

.821

3.420

68.090

10

.797

3.322

71.411

11

.758

3.159

74.570

12

.663

2.762

77.332

13

.615

2.564

79.896

14

.586

2.442

82.338

15

.539

2.245

84.583

16

.526

2.190

86.774

17

.490

2.041

88.814

18

.458

1.908

90.722

19

.438

1.826

92.548

20

.409

1.703

94.251

21

.398

1.659

95.910

22

.358

1.492

97.402

23

.316

1.318

98.721

24

.307

1.279

100.000

304

Rotated Component Matrix

Component
(OCB20)

1
.789

2
.134

3
.175

4
.152

5
.091

(OCB17)

.744

.048

.248

.134

.061

(OCB19)

.723

.145

.111

.134

.254

(OCB18)

.611

.270

.050

.148

.168

(OCB16)

.523

.104

.187

.205

.051

(OCB6)

.178

.723

.034

.212

.097

(OCB9)

.181

.716

.158

.122

.114

(OCB7)

.032

.684

.139

-.019

.101

(OCB8)

.209

.624

.324

.113

.135

(OCB10)

.356

.417

.032

.389

.113

(OCB21)

.150

.059

.755

.053

-.049

(OCB22)

.188

.059

.738

.122

.009

(OCB24)

.121

.244

.704

.068

.123

(OCB23)

.177

.187

.687

.067

.159

(OCB2)

.081

.100

.105

.714

.134

(OCB4)

.253

.230

.121

.694

.050

(OCB3)

.211

.215

-.007

.694

.049

(OCB1)

.070

-.129

.078

.624

.102

(OCB5)

.366

.332

.122

.464

.086

(OCB13)

.184

.055

.048

.117

.731

(OCB12)

.273

.061

.048

.111

.709

(OCB14)

-.084

.082

.326

.075

.597

(OCB11)

.146

.038

-.037

.206

.529

(OCB15)

.009

.181

-.013

-.060

.461
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Component Transformation Matrix

Component

1

2

3

4

5

1
2
3
4
5

.569
-.142
-.175
.421
-.669

.462
.117
-.028
-.863
-.167

.396
.815
-.032
.258
.335

.443
-.506
-.393
.061
.624

.331
-.215
.902
.090
.149
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Total Variance Explained

.990
.959
.863
.846
.789
.766
.703
.695
.642
.592
.578
.573
.523
.497
.476
.412
.400
.352

4.126
3.994
3.597
3.524
3.288
3.190
2.929
2.894
2.674
2.469
2.409
2.390
2.177
2.069
1.985
1.716
1.665
1.465

55.565
59.559
63.156
66.680
69.968
73.157
76.087
78.981
81.655
84.124
86.533
88.922
91.099
93.168
95.153
96.869
98.535
100.00

19.744
9.546
7.144
5.746
4.799
4.460

19.744
29.290
36.434
42.180
46.978
51.439

2.740
2.373
2.363
2.193
1.409
1.267

Cumulat.
%

4.739
2.291
1.715
1.379
1.152
1.070

% of
Variance

19.744
29.290
36.434
42.180
46.978
51.439

Total

19.744
9.546
7.144
5.746
4.799
4.460

Cumulat.
%

Total

4.739
2.291
1.715
1.379
1.152
1.070

Rotation Sums of
Squared Loadings

% of
Variance

Cumulat.
%

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Extraction Sums of
Squared Loadings

% of
Variance

Initial Eigenvalues

Total

Comp.

11.416
9.887
9.847
9.139
5.870
5.280

11.416
21.303
31.150
40.290
46.159
51.439
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Rotated Component Matrix
Component
(NC58)

1
.760

2
.015

3
.188

4
.033

5
.008

6
.050

(NC60)

.754

.058

.074

.084

.039

.082

(NC59)

.670

-.019

.284

.115

-.038

.129

(NC61)

.661

.140

.070

.039

.083

-.141

(CC49)

.154

.701

.183

.021

.108

.271

(CC53)

-.056

.657

-.140

.003

-.139

-.231

(CC51)

-.006

.637

-.143

-.067

-.106

-.058

(CC50)

.017

.617

.057

-.022

.303

.335

(CC48)

.140

.527

.299

.123

-.094

.217

(CC54)

.339

.450

.243

.100

.066

-.173

(AC40)

-.041

-.034

.768

.010

-.050

-.042

(AC39)

.294

.044

.677

.176

.117

.048

(CC52)

.206

.102

.595

.092

.119

-.103

(AC41)

.238

-.032

.538

.204

-.023

.160

(AC45)

.391

.028

.443

.323

.075

.202

(AC44)

.124

.014

.182

.807

.054

.128

(AC43)

.045

.003

.062

.760

.007

.069

(AC46)

.050

.029

.196

.748

.083

.031

(NC62)

.301

-.015

.109

.068

.648

.049

(NC57)

.004

-.143

-.004

-.042

.626

.041

(NC56)

.182

-.012

-.124

.362

.437

-.243

(NC55)

.178

-.146

-.068

-.077

-.423

-.020

(AC42)

.144

-.075

.079

.139

-.060

.691

(CC47)

-.101

.312

-.106

.063

.144

.509
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Component Transformation Matrix

Component

1

2

3

4

5

6

1
2
3
4
5
6

.616
-.095
-.588
.335
.314
.235

.239
.945
.068
-.024
.107
-.184

.557
-.162
-.097
-.568
-.465
-.340

.436
-.228
.731
.022
.468
-.063

.175
-.019
.215
.740
-.573
-.219

.179
.142
.244
-.131
-.357
.862
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Appendix 10- Results of Factor Analysis for Job Satisfaction
Scree Plot Values for Job Satisfaction

Components Loadings for Job Satisfaction

Variable
JS29
JS32
JS30
JS38
JS34
JS26
JS33
JS25
JS27
JS35
JS36
JS31
JS37
JS28

Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction
Job Satisfaction

Component 1

Component 2

.852
.839
.780
.651
.644
.124
.234
.119
.359
.461
.230
.218
.066
.364

120
.196
.167
.262
.345
.861
.801
.719
.552
.538
.166
.036
.159
.157

Component 3
.
163
.163
.238
.327
.214
.089
.030
.180
.300
.249
.718
.709
.707
.590
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Appendix 11- Results of Factor Analysis for Distributive Justice

Scree Plot Values for Distributive Justice

Components Loadings for Distributive Justice

Variable

Component 1

DJ66

Distributive

.928

DJ67

Distributive

.914

DJ65

Distributive

.911

DJ64

Distributive

.885

DJ63

Distributive

.882

DJ68

Distributive

.860
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Appendix 12- Results of Factor Analysis for Procedural Justice
Scree Plot Values for Procedural Justice

Components Loadings for Procedural Justice

Comp. 1

Comp. 2

CComp. 3

Comp. 4

PJ80 Procedural

.796

.141

.094

.106

PJ72 Procedural

.764

.144

.000

.023

PJ73 Procedural
PJ75 Procedural

.704
.666

.066
.082

.063
.029

-.079
.097

PJ78
PJ76
PJ79
PJ77
PJ81
PJ71
PJ74
PJ69
PJ70

.665
.631
.104
.152
.339
.092
.166
-.085
.358

.209
.067
.822
.647
.616
.059
.003
.110
.093

.223
.256
.009
.423
-.103
.766
.734
.206
.060

.064
.184
.173
-.265
.279
.107
.140
.781
.606

Procedural
Procedural
Procedural
Procedural
Procedural
Procedural
Procedural
Procedural
Procedural
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Appendix 13- Results of Factor Analysis for Interactional Justice
Scree Plot Values for Interactional Justice

Components Loadings for Distributive Justice

Variable Name

Component 1

IJ85
IJ83

Interactional Justice
Interactional Justice

.917
.911

IJ86

Interactional Justice

.903

IJ89

Interactional Justice

.899

IJ88

Interactional Justice

.889

IJ84

Interactional Justice

.886

IJ82

Interactional Justice

.875

IJ87

Interactional Justice

.868

IJ90

Interactional Justice

.857

313

Appendix 14- Results of Hierarchical/Sequential Regression Results

Model Summary
Model

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

R

.072a
.256b
.350c
.361d
.371e
.398f
.404g
.407h

( R2 )

.005
.065
.123
.130
.138
.159
.163
.165

Adjusted
( R2 )

Std. Err.
Estimate

(∆
∆R )

-.001
.059
.116
.122
.129
.149
.153
.154

.40968
.39729
.38514
.38371
.38222
.37782
.37697
.37675

.005
.060
.057
.008
.008
.021
.005
.002

2

Change Statistics
F Ch. df1 df2

.900
56.331
56.853
7.513
7.802
21.377
4.884
2.051

5
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

873
872
871
870
869
868
867
866

Sig. F
Ch.
.480
.000
.000
.006
.005
.000
.027
.152

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

(Constant)
JS
AC
CC
NC
DJ
PJ
IJ

3.100
.107
.112
.059
.075
-.079
.073
-.023

.102
.025
.022
.022
.025
.016
.030
.017

.197
.192
.088
.108
-.205
.108
-.059

30.390
4.196
5.143
2.720
3.011
-5.053
2.423
-1.369

Collinearity
Statistics
Tolerance VIF
Level
Value

Significance
Level

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta
Values

Std.
Error

Unstandardized
Coefficients
B Values

Model

t Values

Coefficients

.000
.000
.000
.007
.003
.000
.016
.171

.437
.693
.914
.754
.589
.491
.514

2.288
1.443
1.094
1.326
1.699
2.037
1.945
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Anova
Model
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total
Regression
Residual
Total

Sum of
Squares
.756
146.524
147.280
9.647
137.633
147.280
18.080
129.200
147.280
19.186
128.094
147.280
20.326
126.954
147.280
23.377
123.902
147.280
24.072
123.208
147.280
24.363
122.917
147.280

df
5
873
878
6
872
878
7
871
878
8
870
878
9
869
878
10
868
878
11
867
878
12
866
878

Mean
Square
.151
.168

F

Sig.

.900

.480

1.608
.158

10.186

.000

2.583
.148

17.412

.000

2.398
.147

16.289

.000

2.258
.146

15.459

.000

2.338
.143

16.377

.000

2.188
.142

15.399

.000

2.030
.142

14.304

.000

315

Collinearity Diagnostics and Correlations
Model

Dimension

Eigenvalue

Condition

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

7.707
.128
.062
.029
.024
.022
.018
.011

Index
1.000
7.767
11.168
16.309
18.101
18.807
20.508
26.259

(Constant)
.00
.01
.01
.01
.00
.06
.00
.92

JS
.00
.00
.01
.12
.39
.00
.47
.00

1

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (1-tailed)

N

Variance Proportions
AC
.00
.01
.00
.12
.05
.33
.48
.00

CC
.00
.03
.02
.45
.07
.00
.01
.43

NC
.00
.01
.00
.05
.55
.06
.26
.06

DJ
.00
.43
.37
.04
.03
.08
.03
.03

PJ
.00
.00
.00
.05
.01
.55
.14
.24

IJ
.00
.03
.57
.20
.05
.07
.02
.07

OCB

OCB
1.000

JS
.241

AC
.320

CC
.166

NC
.243

DJ
.018

PJ
.191

IJ
.145

JS

.241

1.000

.436

.148

.349

.581

.608

.628

AC

.320

.436

1.000

.253

.424

.217

.355

.337

CC

.166

.148

.253

1.000

.202

.102

.078

.155

NC

.243

.349

.424

.202

1.000

.250

.353

.329

DJ

.018

.581

.217

.102

.250

1.000

.552

.483

PJ

.191

.608

.355

.078

.353

.552

1.000

.607

IJ
OCB

.145
.

.628
.000

.337
.000

.155
.000

.329
.000

.483
.294

.607
.000

1.000
.000

JS

.000

.

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

AC

.000

.000

.

.000

.000

.000

.000

.000

CC

.000

.000

.000

.

.000

.001

.011

.000

NC

.000

.000

.000

.000

.

.000

.000

.000

DJ

.294

.000

.000

.001

.000

.

.000

.000

PJ

.000

.000

.000

.011

.000

.000

.

.000

IJ
OCB

.000
879

.000
879

.000
879

.000
879

.000
879

.000
879

.000
879

.
879

JS

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

AC

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

CC

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

NC

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

DJ

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

PJ

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

IJ

879

879

879

879

879

879

879

879
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